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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable KEN 
SALAZAR, a Senator from the State of 
Colorado. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Almighty God, the fountain of wis-

dom and strength, thank You for the 
beauty and glory of this day. With 
Your life, You have provided us with a 
model of excellence. With Your sac-
rifice, You have infused us with victory 
for yesterday, strength for today, and 
bright hope for tomorrow. Lord, with 
Your presence, You have imparted a 
love that never fades, and with Your 
guidance, we have found dreams that 
lead to abundance. Lead on, Great King 
Eternal, for we follow not in fear. 

Guide the Members of this body to 
new levels of excellence. Give them ro-
bust health, faith for their perplexities, 
wisdom for their decisions, and light 
for the path ahead. Make them willing 
to be instruments of Your providence. 

We pray in Your marvelous Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable KEN SALAZAR led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, October 25, 2007. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KEN SALAZAR, a Sen-
ator from the State of Colorado, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. SALAZAR thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are 
going to have an hour of morning busi-
ness. The time is controlled by the two 
leaders. The Republicans control the 
first half, the Democrats the second 
half. 

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of Am-
trak. Last night, an agreement was en-
tered into regarding consideration of 
the pending Sununu amendment relat-
ing to rail subsidies. There will be 2 
hours of debate on that amendment. 
Votes are expected sometime around 
11:30 or 11:40 today. 

I would say that the Republican lead-
er and I just had a conversation. We 
have to check with a couple of Sen-
ators on each side. What we might try 
to do to get out of the procedural prob-
lem we have now—because we do have 
one with this—is we may try to set up 
a couple of competing votes. We will 
try to do that. We know the issue is 
pretty well formed. We know what one 
side wants, and we know what the 
other side wants. So it is probably ap-
propriate that we set something up so 
that we can vote on both of them. What 

has been suggested is that we have a 
60-vote margin on both of them, which, 
of course, is certainly done on occasion 
around here. 

So as soon as I finish here, I am 
going to go make a couple of calls to 
my Senators and see if we can have 
Senator MCCONNELL—if he has any 
problems on his side, he will do the 
same, and maybe we can enter into 
some kind of an agreement and vote at 
11:30, maybe two votes. We are on top 
of that. I think it would be a way to 
move into this bill so that we are actu-
ally debating the railroad Amtrak 
issues rather than this Internet issue, 
which is important, and it has to be de-
cided within the next few days one way 
or the other because otherwise it ex-
pires. So that is where we are. 

There should be amendments 
throughout the day. I know I have had 
one Senator who asked me if there will 
be votes tonight, and I think it is very 
likely there will be votes tonight. So I 
think anyone considering going to Bos-
ton to watch the World Series might 
not be able to do that. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—H.R. 3564 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, H.R. 3564 is 
at the desk and due for a second read-
ing. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the title of 
the bill for the second time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 3564) to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to authorize appropriations for 
the Administrative Conference of the United 
States through fiscal year 2011, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. REID. I now object to any fur-
ther proceedings. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard. 

The bill will be placed on the cal-
endar. 
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ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that any time Senator 
MCCONNELL and I use not be charged 
against the time for the two sides on 
morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

REMEMBERING SENATOR PAUL 
WELLSTONE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, 5 years ago 
today, the Senate lost one of its hard-
est working, most respected Members: 
Senator Paul Wellstone. I can still re-
member very clearly the phone call I 
received from Pete Rouse, who was the 
chief of staff for Senator Daschle, and 
he said: I have some terrible news. 
There was an airplane crash, and we 
think Paul Wellstone was on that 
plane. 

Well, hope springs eternal, and I was 
hoping that was wrong, but it wasn’t. 
He was in a plane crash. Sheila, who 
was his partner—she was with him ev-
eryplace—was killed in that plane 
crash. One of his three children, 
Marcia, was also killed, and three cam-
paign aides. 

Typical for Paul Wellstone, he had 
made a commitment to be someplace, 
and he wanted to go. The weather was 
bad. The pilot said everything would be 
OK. The pilot wasn’t telling him the 
way it really was. I am not going to get 
into how the accident happened or why 
it happened, but certainly it was noth-
ing that Paul Wellstone did wrong. 
Paul Wellstone wanted to fulfill a com-
mitment. He shouldn’t have been up in 
that airplane. The pilot shouldn’t have 
taken that airplane into the areas that 
he did, but he did. 

In his life, Paul Wellstone earned the 
titles of doctor, professor, Senator, but 
he liked to be called Paul. That is what 
I am going to call him today. 

Paul loved to talk. He stood back 
there, and he was a good speaker. I can 
remember the first time I heard him 
speak. There were some new Senators 
who had been elected, and we had an 
event in the Rotunda for the new Sen-
ators. I had never heard him speak be-
fore. He was dynamic, what he said. He 
was talking about why he had gotten 
involved in politics. 

Paul came here in 1991. He was a cru-
sader. That is what he was. He was a 
crusader. He was always out charging 
ahead on some issue he believed in. 
Mostly, the issues were those where 
people needed help. The poor, the left 
behind, veterans, the environment, and 
those with mental illness were always 
a special concern to him. He took pride 
in championing the fight for people 
needing a helping hand. 

He knew a lot about growing up with 
adversity. He had a brother he loved 
who suffered from mental illness, and 
that is why he joined with Senator 
DOMENICI to work on mental health 
parity. His parents worked hard. They 

didn’t have much. But Paul told me 
how his father would sit at the table in 
the evening and talk to him about 
what was important in life. 

He was a remarkable man. He was 
very small in stature physically, but in 
that big facility across Constitution 
Avenue, the police headquarters, where 
hundreds and hundreds of police offi-
cers come and go out of that facility 
every day over the years, Paul 
Wellstone still holds the record of 
being able to do the most chin-ups and 
the most pushups in a given period of 
time. He was a powerful little man 
physically. 

Most of what he accomplished, as in-
dicated with the chin-ups and pushups, 
was with sheer grit and determination. 
He earned a wrestling scholarship from 
the University of North Carolina, 
Chapel Hill. He married his high school 
sweetheart. He earned an Atlantic 
Coast Wrestling Championship and 
managed to graduate in just 3 years. 
After college, he earned a Ph.D. in po-
litical science and became a college 
professor at the age of 24 at a very aca-
demically known school, Carleton Col-
lege in Minnesota. 

But even then, in his years before the 
Senate, he was a true believer and an 
impassioned fighter for justice, and 
that is an understatement. One may 
not have agreed with what his defini-
tion of justice was, but his definition 
was worth fighting for, and he fought 
hard. 

While teaching at Carleton College, 
he led the charge to divest the univer-
sity from apartheid in South Africa. He 
helped local farmers when banks came 
to foreclose on their farms. That is 
Paul Wellstone. He fostered a new gen-
eration of active, civic-minded stu-
dents by teaching specialized courses 
with names like ‘‘Social Movements’’ 
and ‘‘Grassroots Organizing.’’ These 
were courses he invented. There were 
no textbooks for them. 

There were some who said that for an 
untenured professor, teaching activism 
and leading campus protests wasn’t the 
smartest career move a person could 
make. In fact, when Paul came up for 
tenure, he was initially denied. In ef-
fect, he was in the process of being 
fired. It took a groundswell of student 
support. Thousands and thousands of 
students, most of whom didn’t even go 
to that university, rallied on his be-
half. He kept his job. He got tenure. At 
28, he was the youngest tenured pro-
fessor in the history of Carleton Col-
lege. It was done because the students 
wanted him more than did the adminis-
tration, because he was a great teach-
er. 

So when he came to the Senate, it 
was no surprise he brought a fearless 
progressive spirit with him. I recall ob-
servers comparing him to Jimmy 
Smith’s character in ‘‘Mr. Smith Goes 
to Washington.’’ He was idealistic, he 
was determined, and he was very effec-
tive. 

He came here refusing to be phased 
by the politics of division, refusing to 

be phased by business as usual. I don’t 
think the phrase ‘‘status quo’’ was in 
his vocabulary. Wherever he saw injus-
tice, intolerance, or simply ineffective-
ness, one would understand that Paul 
Wellstone would be around. When he 
found injustice in the treatment of the 
mentally ill, he stepped forward to en-
sure parity for sufferers of what were 
known as unspoken illnesses when it 
comes to insurance caps. When he 
found injustice in the treatment of our 
veterans, he stepped forward to help 
them, especially those who were home-
less. When he found injustice in the 
way our Earth was treated, he stepped 
forward to protect the Alaska National 
Wildlife Refuge from drilling, among 
other things. He never hesitated, 
paused, or pondered. He stepped for-
ward. He was really a leader. 

Now, in his leading, that didn’t mean 
everybody agreed with him because 
much of the time—in fact, most of the 
time—he was in the minority. He 
didn’t care if he had two people sup-
porting him or one or if he was alone. 
He never hesitated—I repeat, he never 
paused or pondered. 

Many wondered how this fire-breath-
ing progressive was able to accomplish 
so much in his time. The answer is that 
he believed in bipartisanship and he ac-
tively embraced it. It was never a sur-
prise to see Paul team up with one or 
more of the Senate’s most conservative 
Members to get something done for the 
people of the State of Minnesota or our 
country. During his time here in Wash-
ington, it never changed him. It really 
didn’t. He left this Earth with the same 
idealisms and passion he always had. 

He once said: 
Never separate the life you live from the 

words you speak. 

He lived by that rule. 
I recall that when he first arrived in 

the Senate, he kept wondering—he 
would leave his office all messed up, 
and he would come back and it was 
clean. He asked: Who does that? He was 
told: People come in late at night and 
clean your office—the janitors. So Paul 
Wellstone, after learning that, stayed 
that night. They came after midnight. 
He waited for them so he could tell 
them how much he appreciated them 
cleaning his office. That is the kind of 
guy he was. True to form, he did that, 
as he did many unusual things, in the 
minds of many. 

There is a man who still works here; 
his name is Gary. I don’t know Gary’s 
last name. He is a big man. He helps us 
here. We have all seen him. Gary said 
people refer to him as ‘‘Tiny.’’ Paul 
told me: I would appreciate it if you 
wouldn’t refer to him as ‘‘Tiny.’’ His 
name is Gary. I have never referred to 
him as anything other than Gary. He 
thought that was a pejorative state-
ment. Tiny, as many people refer to 
him, is a huge man, and Paul somehow 
thought that was not the right thing to 
do. 

He was really my friend. I counseled 
with him. I went to the doctor with 
him. Right before he was killed, he had 
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a terribly bad back. Oh, it was bad. He 
refused to go to the doctor. He refused 
to go to the hospital, which is where he 
should have gone. We took him to the 
doctor down here. The sweat, because 
of the pain, was pouring off his face. 

He was a very tough man. I will al-
ways remember that phone call I got 
from Pete Rouse. I will always remem-
ber Paul Wellstone. The loss of his 
presence has been felt and missed every 
day. He added a new dimension to the 
Senate. You don’t always have to win 
to be a winner. So I say to his sons, 
David and Mark, and the entire 
Wellstone family, Paul Wellstone will 
always be in my heart and in the 
hearts of anyone who knew him. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I, 
too, today wish to comment on the re-
markable life of Paul Wellstone. Elaine 
and I got to knew Paul for two reasons. 
No. 1, they lived right near us on Cap-
itol Hill and we would frequently see 
them coming and going. No. 2, Sheila 
was from eastern Kentucky, and we 
had an opportunity to share observa-
tions about those good people in east-
ern Kentucky from whom she sprang. 

Today is indeed a sad anniversary. I 
join the Senate family in honoring the 
memory of Senator Paul Wellstone and 
celebrating his distinguished Senate 
career. 

He was the most unlikely Senator. 
His election in 1990 was widely consid-
ered kind of a fluke, an accident. But 
he was neither. He was the genuine ar-
ticle, an extraordinary man who came 
to work every day with enthusiasm. He 
had a very upbeat outlook on life. 
Sometimes people who are either on 
the very left or the very right have a 
kind of grim view of things. Paul 
would, by his own admission, say he 
was on the very far left of things, but 
he didn’t have a grim nature about him 
at all. He was upbeat and optimistic, 
and he came to work every day ready 
to fight for what he believed in. 

Paul was a champion of mental 
health and other causes. With Paul, 
you never had any uncertainty about 
where he stood. It was absolutely clear. 
I am having a hard time recalling a 
single matter upon which he and I 
agreed, but Paul was what I would call 
a conviction-based politician, a public 
servant who never wavered from his be-
liefs, even when the political winds 
shifted against him. 

He and Sheila—that eastern Ken-
tuckian I talked about—were abso-
lutely inseparable. High school sweet-
hearts, they had been married for 39 
years when, regretfully, the plane car-
rying them, their daughter Marcia, 
three staff members, and two pilots 
went down in Eveleth, MN, on the way 
to a debate in Duluth. 

The entire Nation grieved that day 
for this former wrestling champ, an un-
likely and, as I indicated, unforget-
table Senator. We grieve on this anni-
versary with Paul’s two surviving sons, 

David and Mark, and the many former 
Wellstone staffers, the Wellstone peo-
ple who worked so hard to carry on his 
legacy. As the majority leader indi-
cated, he had a distinguished academic 
career, earned his bachelor’s degree in 
1965 and his doctorate 3 years later. He 
plowed right through college at the 
University of North Carolina, both his 
undergraduate degree and his doc-
torate. He was a Phi Beta Kappa. That 
is about as good as it gets for a student 
at college. He actually attended on a 
wrestling scholarship. 

Paul was not very tall. He was 5 feet 
5 inches or 5 feet 6 inches but a strong 
guy. He was a champion Atlantic Coast 
Conference wrestler. He was named to 
the all-ACC wrestling team. 

As the majority leader outlined, Paul 
was a great professor, widely loved and 
admired by his students, and I think it 
is safe to say he was widely admired 
and loved by his colleagues in the Sen-
ate. 

We will always remember Paul 
Wellstone. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (MR. 
TESTER). Under the previous order, 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to a period of morning business 
for 60 minutes, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes, with the time equally divided 
and controlled between the two leaders 
or their designees, with the majority 
controlling the first portion and the 
Republicans controlling the final por-
tion. 

The Senator from Minnesota is rec-
ognized. 

f 

REMEMBERING PAUL AND SHEILA 
WELLSTONE 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak this morning to honor 
the memory of Paul and Sheila 
Wellstone. Today, it is exactly 5 years 
ago that they died in a plane crash out-
side Eveleth, MN, a beautiful area of 
our State called the Iron Range, where, 
in some ways, Paul Wellstone got his 
political start. Part of it was the farms 
of southern Minnesota, when he stood 
up for farmers when the farms were 
being foreclosed on. But part of it was 
the work he did with those iron ore 
miners. My grandfather was an iron ore 
miner who worked 1,500 feet under-
ground in the mines of Ely, MN, about 
a half hour away from where Paul died. 

Paul Wellstone’s daughter Marcia 
was also killed in the crash—his long-
time staff members, Mary McEvoy, 
Tom Lapik, and Will McLaughlin, as 
well as the pilot and copilot of the 
plane. On this day, 5 years later, the 
people of Minnesota are remembering 

that crash and remembering Paul and 
Sheila. It is so hard to believe it has 
been 5 years since we have lost them. It 
feels both so long ago and not so long 
ago at all. Part of why it doesn’t seem 
so long ago to me is because every-
where I go in this Capitol, people re-
mind me of Paul. When I say I am a 
Senator from Minnesota, they remem-
ber Paul—people such as TED KENNEDY, 
who worked with him on mental health 
issues, to the tram drivers, who for 
years and years have driven that tram 
from the Capitol to the Senate office 
buildings. When I said I was this new 
Senator from Minnesota, the driver 
said, ‘‘Paul Wellstone was a Senator 
from Minnesota.’’ 

The cops who guard at the Capitol re-
member Paul. The secretaries in the of-
fices remember Paul. That is because 
he treated everybody with such dignity 
in this Capitol and with such dignity in 
our State. That was Paul Wellstone. 

For me, as for so many other Min-
nesotans, it is impossible to forget the 
moment we first heard about the plane 
going down and then the wait to get 
the final news that there were no sur-
vivors. 

Paul and Sheila would be the first to 
tell us we should not look back on 
what they accomplished and stood for. 
They would be the first to insist our re-
sponsibility is to look ahead to the 
work that still must be done to carry 
their legacy forward. 

Although Paul and Sheila are no 
longer with us, we know their dreams 
and passions remain very much alive. I 
get my own special reminder every 
day, not just with the employees in the 
Capitol but because the flag from 
Paul’s Senate office hangs in our Sen-
ate office. It is a powerful reminder to 
me of Paul and all he tried to do in 
Washington. 

During his lifetime as an educator, as 
an activist, and as a Senator, Paul in-
spired people throughout Minnesota 
and throughout America. 

Even now, his work and his spirit 
continue to inspire people of all ages, 
from all walks of life, all across our 
country, who remember Paul for the 
fundamental values he fought and 
struggled for. 

He was a voice for the voiceless. He 
and Sheila stood for victims of domes-
tic violence who were afraid to talk 
about it, afraid to go to court. They 
stood for them and made this their 
life’s passion. 

He brought power to the powerless— 
people such as the iron miners in Min-
nesota, people such as those farmers 
whose homes and farms were foreclosed 
on. 

He brought justice to those who suf-
fered injustice. 

He brought opportunity to those who 
didn’t have opportunity. When going to 
any small community event in our 
State or to events with large immi-
grant populations, they all remember 
Paul coming to their marketplaces or 
how he would meet with the women. 
Some of them—the elders—can hardly 
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speak English, but they can say 
‘‘Wellstone.’’ 

I know I will forever be humbled by 
the oath I took to be a Senator from 
Minnesota. I know that not I nor any-
one else can truly follow in Paul’s foot-
steps. But he is an inspiration for us 
all. 

Paul was my friend and mentor. He 
taught me how to campaign on a city 
bus. When I first ran for office, for 
county attorney, we would get on a 
city bus and work the entire bus. We 
would meet everybody on the bus. 
When we would get to the end of 8 
blocks, we would say we are at our stop 
and get off. Then we would get back on 
a bus going the other way. We would go 
around for hours until we met every-
body on those buses in Minneapolis 
that afternoon. He worked bus by bus, 
block by block, precinct by precinct to 
touch people in a way that made people 
believe, made people know that in-
volvement in politics could make a 
real difference in their lives. That is 
what he told those new immigrants, 
new citizens. He told them that in-
volvement in politics could make a dif-
ference in their lives. He did it not only 
by his words but by how much he went 
out and touched them and were a part 
of their life. 

Paul was a crusader and a man with 
many passions. Anyone who ever met 
or talked with him quickly found out 
he had a special passion for helping 
those with mental illness. That was 
shaped by the suffering of a member of 
his own family. Many of you may know 
Paul’s story about his brother Stephen. 

As a young child, Paul watched his 
brother’s traumatic descent into men-
tal illness. When Stephen was a fresh-
man in college, he suffered a severe 
mental breakdown and ended up spend-
ing the next 2 years in mental hos-
pitals. Eventually, he recovered and 
graduated from college with honors. 
But it took his immigrant parents 
years to pay off the hospital bills. 

Writing about this, Paul recalled the 
years that his brother was hospitalized. 
‘‘For two years,’’ he wrote, ‘‘the house 
always seemed dark to me—even when 
the lights were on. It was such a sad 
home.’’ 

Decades later, Paul knew there were 
still far too many sad homes in our 
great Nation—too many families dev-
astated by the physical and financial 
consequences of mental illness. 

Paul knew we could and we should do 
better. For years, he fought to allocate 
funding for better care, better services, 
and better representation for the men-
tally ill. For years, he fought for men-
tal health parity in health insurance 
coverage. 

Finally, this year, at last, it looks as 
if Paul’s dream may finally come true. 
Last month, the Senate unanimously 
voted in support of legislation that will 
guarantee equity for mental health in-
surance coverage. 

This will be a victory—if we can get 
this passed and work with the House 
and get as strong a bill as possible—for 

millions of Americans living with these 
mental illnesses who have faced unfair 
discrimination in their access to af-
fordable, appropriate health care and 
treatment. 

For Paul, this was always a matter of 
civil rights, of justice, and of basic 
human decency. 

Of course, on this issue—as every 
other issue—Sheila and Paul were to-
gether and they moved quickly. Paul 
and Sheila had so much energy, and 
they were always on the move. They 
brought such enthusiasm and joy to 
their work. They were animated, tire-
less, and persistent in their fight 
against injustice. 

Sheila Wellstone was a leader in her 
own right. I had the opportunity to 
work closely with her when I was the 
chief prosecutor for Hennepin County. 
They focused on domestic violence. She 
was instrumental in creating the Hen-
nepin County Domestic Abuse Service 
Center, which I supervised during my 8 
years as county attorney. That center 
is a national, an international, model 
for serving the victims of domestic vio-
lence by bringing together a full range 
of services and resources in one cen-
tral, convenient location. Victims of 
domestic violence don’t have to go 
through the redtape that would even be 
hard for a lawyer to figure out. There 
is a center where children can come 
and play, for prosecutors and police, 
and a shelter, all located under one 
roof. 

Sheila knew the statistics on domes-
tic violence. She knew these kids are 
six times more likely to commit sui-
cide if they grew up in a home with do-
mestic violence. They are 24 times 
more likely to commit sexual assaults. 
They are 60 times more likely to ex-
hibit delinquent behavior. Most 
chilling of all, little boys who would 
witness domestic violence are 100 times 
more likely to become abusers them-
selves. 

Sheila knew these numbers, but even 
more, she knew the names and the 
faces of the victims of domestic vio-
lence. She knew their children. It made 
her all the more determined to do 
something about it because, in Amer-
ica, of all places, kids should be free to 
grow up with safety and security and 
peace of mind. 

I remember the last time I saw Shei-
la and Paul. It was a few weeks before 
the tragic crash. Sheila and I had been 
asked to speak to a group of new citi-
zens, immigrants from Russia. It was a 
very small group. There were about 50 
people there. We talked about our own 
immigrant experiences. She talked 
about her parents and growing up in 
Appalachia, and I talked about my Slo-
venian relatives coming over and mak-
ing their way, saving money in a coffee 
can in the basement so they could send 
my dad to college. 

We were in the middle of these sto-
ries in this very small room. All of a 
sudden in walked Paul. He wasn’t sup-
posed to be there. He had gotten an 
early flight home from Washington. He 

wasn’t supposed to be there because he 
was about a month out on one of the 
biggest elections for the Senate in the 
country. He had voted, had taken a 
brave vote, a courageous vote against 
the resolution on Iraq. He knew he was 
up for reelection. He knew it might 
cost him the election, but he did the 
right thing. 

He came into that room where there 
was no press, no reporters, and a few 
weeks before this election. At the time 
I thought: Why did he do this when he 
has to be out there campaigning? I 
knew then that there were two reasons 
he did it. First is that he loved Sheila 
and he wanted to surprise her, and he 
wanted to be there by her side while 
she gave her speech and gave her re-
marks. But he was also there because 
he embraced the immigrant experience. 
He liked nothing more than talking 
about how you can come to this coun-
try with nothing and pull yourself up 
by your bootstraps. You can be a guy 
working 1,500 feet underground in the 
mines in Ely, MN, and your grand-
daughter can be a Senator. You can be 
someone with mental illness, such as 
Paul’s brother, and grow up to get a 
college degree and be a teacher. You 
can be a victim of domestic violence 
and get your life back together and 
have a home for your kids. That is 
what Paul and Sheila stood for. That 
was their legacy. 

Today in our State of Minnesota and 
throughout this country and this Cap-
itol, we think of them and what they 
stood for, and we pledge to work again 
to fill their legacy. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding we are still in the 
majority’s time period. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be set aside and 
reserved and that I be allowed to ad-
dress the Senate in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

APPROPRIATIONS PROCESS 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to come to the floor today. I 
heard this morning the announcement 
by the Democratic leader, Mr. REID, 
that we probably will not bring the re-
maining five appropriations bills to the 
floor of the Senate before the year is 
out. Quite frankly, when the Repub-
licans or Democrats have been in 
charge lately, it seems we have gotten 
into this situation going well past the 
fiscal year without acting on all the 
appropriations acts. 

It seems to me as if, my ninth year in 
the Congress and my third year in the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:37 Nov 30, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\CRONLINE\2007BA~1\2007NE~2\S25OC7.REC S25OC7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13395 October 25, 2007 
Senate, more often than not we end up 
with minibuses or omnibuses. We roll 
tremendous appropriations bills one 
into the other, pass them at the end of 
the night, and find out weeks later 
what is in them. That is not good re-
gardless of your party, and it is cer-
tainly not good for the United States 
of America. 

I come to the floor this morning to 
talk about some suggestions that have 
been made by some very distinguished 
and learned Members of this body on 
both sides of the aisle about opening 
our appropriations process, diagnosing 
the problems with it, and fixing it 
statutorily. 

I particularly call the attention of 
the body to Senator DOMENICI from 
New Mexico, one of the longest serving 
Members of the Senate. He will be re-
tiring at the end of next year. He has 
introduced consistently every year a 
biennial budget. The idea is that we ap-
propriate in 2-year bites rather than a 
1-year bite, and we do oversight in the 
second year. 

Think about this for a second. What 
if the Congress did appropriations bills 
in odd-numbered years, meaning we 
spent the money in odd-numbered 
years and in even-numbered years, the 
same year we are up for reelection, we 
do oversight. So all of a sudden our de-
bate and races are not about what we 
are going to spend but how our money 
is being spent. That is responsible, it is 
smart, and it makes sense. 

Those who object will jump up and 
say: Oh, well, then we will just have a 
lot of emergency appropriations bills. 
Give me a break. Have you seen how 
many emergencies we have done in the 
last 2 years? We have emergencies 
come up all the time. Of course, you 
are going to have those. The emer-
gency that exists is not the fear of hav-
ing an emergency but the fact that 
once again this year we have gone past 
the end of the fiscal year, and we are 
operating under a continuing resolu-
tion. The United States has an untold 
number of issues that must be dealt 
with, and we are on cruise control in 
terms of the appropriations of our 
country. It is not right. 

Now, I have voted for some appro-
priations bills, and I have voted 
against some appropriations bills. I am 
glad we have gotten seven done. But we 
have five out there that all of a sudden 
are probably going to get rolled in with 
about three or four others, get vetoed, 
and then get rolled into an omnibus. 
We will fly in here in the dead of night, 
have a document on our desk that is 
probably as thick as five or six con-
crete blocks stacked on top of one an-
other, in very fine print, and we will be 
asked to cast a vote on how we are 
going to spend the money of the tax-
payers of the United States. It is not 
right. 

We need to look at new and creative 
ways to run the Government of the 
United States and its fiscal affairs. I 
commend Senator DOMENICI’s appro-
priations recommendation and the idea 

of the biannual budget, and I encourage 
this body to start looking at a con-
structive solution like that. Senator 
VOINOVICH, who ran the State of Ohio— 
he has been a Governor—and is as 
sound a fiscal person as you want to 
find in this Senate, pointed out as well 
yesterday that the whole situation is 
just broken. We have entitlements on 
cruise control, discretionary spending 
in a continuing resolution, and we in 
the Congress fight over little tiny parts 
of the appropriations process when we 
ought to be considering it in its total-
ity. We should take each of the 12 
budget units, bring them to the floor, 
debate them, pass them, and send them 
to the President. Do them responsibly, 
as we are expected to do. 

When the announcement was made 
that we are not going to get to five ap-
propriations bills this year, there was 
also an announcement that we are 
going to have an Omnibus appropria-
tions bill. We are going to roll all the 
bills into one, not debate them, not 
make decisions based on their sound-
ness, and not even, for most of us, have 
a say in it; certainly not have a say 
during prime time or a say on the floor 
of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I come today to talk 
about responsibility on behalf of our 
body and responsibility on behalf of the 
people of the United States, and I urge 
the majority to join with us to seek 
out recommendations such as those of 
Senator DOMENICI, seek out the sound 
advice of Senator VOINOVICH, and let’s 
get our fiscal affairs in order. If we 
don’t, we are going to waste more and 
more tax dollars and we are going to 
have more and more programs that go 
without oversight and we are going to 
spend dollar after dollar after dollar on 
old problems while our new problems 
and new challenges go unmet. It is not 
right for me, it is not right for you, Mr. 
President, and, most importantly, it is 
not right for the people of the United 
States. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, 
how much time remains on our side of 
the aisle on morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 141⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

REMEMBERING SENATOR PAUL 
WELLSTONE 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
want to speak from the heart on two 
matters: one on my good friend, Paul 

Wellstone, who died in a plane crash 5 
years ago. Several speakers have spo-
ken already, very eloquently, about 
Paul Wellstone, a wonderful man. 

He and I disagreed on many issues in 
this body, and yet we had a wonderful 
relationship because of the nature of 
the person he was. He practiced the art 
of disagreeing without being disagree-
able. It is a tough art to do, particu-
larly in legislative bodies it can be 
very difficult. But he did it, and he did 
it very well. And he had a number of 
friends on both sides of the aisle from 
wide across the political spectrum. 

Because of that attitude—and here is 
something I really want to say to my 
colleagues—Paul and I could get to-
gether on what I deemed to be the most 
important piece of legislation that I 
have been a part of here, as far as a pri-
mary sponsor, and that is the human 
trafficking work that he and I start-
ed—actually, his wife got him focused 
on it, and she was killed in the same 
plane crash—where we started seeing 
people trafficked into the United 
States and different places around the 
world, and we wondered what is going 
on with this dark underside of the 
globalization that is taking place. The 
way they saw it was his wife first start-
ed to see Ukrainian women trafficked 
into Minnesota and showing up at bat-
tered women shelters. They had been 
trafficked into prostitution in the 
United States and then had shown up 
at battered women shelters. And they 
said, how did you get here? Then they 
started backtracking the trail through 
gang activities, criminal activities, or-
ganized crime activities, that moved 
them from the Ukraine into the United 
States, into brothels, and then they 
were battered. 

As they started to piece this to-
gether, they were seeing organized 
crime which now we know is in many 
cases involved in human trafficking 
around the world and is the third lead-
ing source of income for organized 
crime now—trafficking. Much of it is 
women or young girls, in many cases if 
not most, that they are trafficking and 
trafficking into prostitution. 

Paul’s wife first observed this. Paul 
got involved in it. I got involved in it, 
seeing it from another angle, and we 
were able to put together a coalition 
around that issue of human trafficking 
at an early phase, before we noticed 
that much. That included people from 
across the political spectrum. Paul and 
myself—he a dedicated liberal, myself 
a conservative—we had Gloria Steinem 
and Chuck Colson in this coalition, 
pushing for a bill against human traf-
ficking, the first legislation we did 
here on that topic. 

Because we were able to work to-
gether and reach out across the aisle 
and disagree about a lot of things but 
not be disagreeable and find common 
cause, we were able to deal with some-
thing that is a scourge on this planet. 
As we globalize, walls come down, peo-
ple are moved, many times illicitly, in 
many cases brutally, and in a lot of 
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cases are killed in the process, or seen 
as disposable people—which is a term 
of art used by one of the authors, ex-
perts on this topic, who has written a 
book called ‘‘Disposable People.’’ These 
are people who have been trafficked. 
Then after they get diseased or run 
down, they are thrown out on the 
street as a disposable person. It is a 
very ugly thing. 

Paul, with his heart of gold, saw this. 
I remember him complaining to me one 
day as I was coming out on the Senate 
floor. He came charging up to me and 
he said: You do this to me. 

I said: What? 

He was showing me the rankings and 
he was only the second most liberal in 
the Senate. In the prior years he was 
the most liberal. He said: You did that 
to me. If I hadn’t been working with 
you, I would be the most liberal still. 
He had that kind of sense of humor 
about him that he would blame me. 

He came up to me one day, where I 
was talking about life being sacred and 
precious, and I was saying I believe all 
life is sacred, it is precious, a child of 
a loving God, and that includes Paul 
Wellstone and TED KENNEDY too. He 
came out and said I like your line on 
this, even if I don’t agree with your po-
sition on life. He enjoyed life. He lived 
it well. I think he has also taught a 
good lesson for the rest of us about 
core convictions. There is no problem 
with having core convictions. It is a 
good thing to have core convictions 
and to stand by those. It is also a good 
thing to recognize when it is that the 
topics you are talking about are not 
your core convictions, so you can reach 
out across the aisle. I think maybe 30 
percent of the topics around Wash-
ington, maybe more, could be less, are 
divisive ones, where there are divisions 
on both sides. But there is 70 percent 
we can work on. The country is des-
perate to see us make Washington 
work, to see us reach across the aisle, 
to see us make it work on core topics. 

JOE BIDEN and I held a press con-
ference in Iowa about a political solu-
tion in Iraq, and people were stunned, 
saying this is what we want to see; we 
want to see our country work on tough 
topics. We can do that on issues such 
as cancer, the war on cancer—there is 
no division between the parties on 
that—and reaching across the aisle we 
can show the American people a gov-
ernment that works. That is something 
we need to do. That is something I 
think would be in Paul Wellstone and 
his wife’s legacy. 

I remember them today and I hope 
all of us will remember them in our 
prayers, about what they gave to us. I 
often say you can’t measure a tree very 
well until it is on the ground. Unfortu-
nately, that is the case with Paul, a 
wonderful guy with a wonderful heart. 
I disagreed with him on a number of 
political issues, but I loved his style 
and loved the way he lived life. 

SUDAN 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

wish to talk about the situation in 
Sudan. The situation in Darfur has 
been widely noted and known. It is de-
teriorating. It is deteriorating slowly. 
We want to get the factions back to-
gether to try to talk about what it is 
we can do to bring some stability. 

Something that is not widely fol-
lowed right now is the deteriorating 
situation between the north and south. 
We have had a long-term peace agree-
ment in place now for a couple of years 
between the north and south that 
ended the longest running civil war in 
Africa. It had been going on for 20 
years. Two million people were killed. 
Now the south has backed away some-
what from the government. The north 
government is not complying with the 
peace agreement. I will be bringing out 
a more full statement to my col-
leagues. This is very dangerous, as far 
as the situation that now we could get 
back into a problem between the north 
and the south again, and have two 
fronts going. 

In the south, long term, there was a 
genocide going on there before it took 
place in Darfur. We have to be vigilant 
toward the Sudanese Government, 
which is the problem. This is a geno-
cidal government in Khartoum. We 
have to get on top of that situation and 
make sure it doesn’t deteriorate be-
tween the north along with what is 
taking place in the west and Darfur. It 
could well be that Sudan in the future 
is a country that breaks up into three 
or four different countries because of 
the way the Khartoum government is 
trying to force people into their ideo-
logical box. It is a militant Islamist 
government started by Osama bin 
Laden, this iteration. It is the problem, 
but we have to deal with it, where it is 
in this situation. I don’t want us to 
take our eyes off the ball. 

In the south, where there has been a 
lot of work over a long period of time 
to get that peace, I hope that we not 
lose that peace in the overall situation. 

Finally, the President of Congo is in 
Washington now. I met with him yes-
terday, along with a number of my col-
leagues. One of the issues I want to 
bring up here, and I will be developing 
some legislation, is that a number of 
radical militant groups are raiding in 
the eastern part of the Congo. They are 
dislocating nearly 450,000 people now. 
In these guerrilla movements, what 
they do is get control of an area and 
then they get mineral rights for indi-
viduals or to groups to come in and 
mine things, such as coaltan. It is a 
particular metal used in making cell 
phones. That is how they finance their 
rebel movement. We saw this in the 
blood diamond issue in western Africa. 
What we did then was put a certifi-
cation process together, that you had 
to certify that the diamonds came from 
legitimate means, and that shut the fi-
nancing down. 

My hope is we can do something 
similar in the Congo, where we can 

have a certification on minerals like 
the coaltan and then shut the financ-
ing down for these groups that run ci-
vilian populations out of an area. I 
think that is something we can do 
credibly. Our markets and our econ-
omy are our key foreign policy tools. 
Here is a place where we can use the 
U.S. market to try to help bring sta-
bility to a region that is key for sta-
bility throughout Africa. If we get sta-
bility in the Congo it might bring sta-
bility throughout the region. I hope we 
can do those things. 

I appreciate my colleagues’ time and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized. 

f 

REMEMBERING SENATOR PAUL 
WELLSTONE 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, someone 
asked me once how I would describe my 
politics. I told them: I believe in the 
Gospels of Saint Paul. Paul Douglas. 
Paul Simon. And Paul Wellstone. 

They were, in my opinion, three of 
the best public servants I have known. 
I had the privilege to know each of 
them and be inspired by them. Not a 
week goes by that I do not draw on 
some lesson or some truth they taught 
me. 

Today, I find myself thinking espe-
cially of Paul Wellstone. It was 5 years 
ago today that Paul and his wife Sheila 
died in a plane crash in heavy fog in 
the Iron Range of northern Minnesota. 
The information reached us in Chicago 
a few hours later. I was asked to com-
ment on local television station. I am 
sure that the emotion in my voice be-
trayed my real feelings about this 
great man, and Sheila. 

Also lost in the crash were Paul and 
Sheila’s daughter Marcia; their friends 
and campaign workers, Will McLaugh-
lin, Tom Lapic and Mary McEvoy; and 
the plane’s pilots, Richard Conroy and 
Michael Guess. 

To understand who Paul Wellstone 
was and what he meant to so many 
people, listen to this story from John 
Nichols, the Washington correspondent 
for ‘‘The Nation.’’ 

Two hours after the plane crash, he 
had just finished delivering a keynote 
speech to about 150 family farm activ-
ists in a small town in Wisconsin when 
the conference organizer whispered the 
news to him. These were people who 
knew Paul Wellstone as the college 
professor who was willing to march 
with them—and even to be arrested 
with them—to protest family farm 
foreclosures. When he was elected to 
the Senate, they thought of Paul 
Wellstone as their Senator, whether or 
not they lived in Minnesota. 

When they learned that he had died, 
John Nichols wrote: ‘‘Cries of ‘‘No!’’ 
and ‘‘My God! My God!’’ filled the 
room, as grown men felt for tables to 
keep their balance, husbands and wives 
hugged one another and everyone 
began an unsuccessful struggle to 
choke back tears. The group gathered 
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in a large circle. People wept in silence 
until, finally, a woman began to recite 
the Lord’s Prayer for the son of Rus-
sian Jewish immigrants who had 
touched the lives and the hearts of 
solid Midwestern Catholic and Lu-
theran farmers who do not think of 
themselves as having many friends in 
Congress. 

‘‘He was our flagbearer,’’ one woman 
said. ‘‘There are plenty of people in 
Congress who vote right, but Paul did 
everything right. We didn’t have to ask 
him, we didn’t have to lobby him, he 
understood. It was like having one of 
us in Congress.’’ 

That was how Paul Wellstone wanted 
it. He once said: People have to believe 
you are on their side, that someone in 
the Senate is listening. If there is 
someone in Congress, maybe just one 
person, it gives them a sense that 
change is possible. 

Paul Wellstone was, by some stand-
ards, one of the unlikeliest Senators 
ever. His first election, in 1990, remains 
one of the great upset victories in Min-
nesota history. He was a college pro-
fessor taking on an incumbent Senator. 
His campaign had very little money. 

He bought his first three suits—for 
$100 apiece—during that campaign, and 
crisscrossed Minnesota in an old green 
school bus that always seemed to be 
breaking down. 

No matter. What he lacked in money 
and consultants, he more than made up 
for in ideas and passion and hustle. 
‘‘Politics,’’ he said, ‘‘is what we create 
by what we do, what we hope for, and 
what we dare to imagine.’’ 

Minnesotans believed him, and sent 
him to the U.S. Senate—the only chal-
lenger to defeat an incumbent Senator 
that year. 

Even with his new suits, Paul 
Wellstone stood out in the Senate. Dur-
ing his first weeks here, one reporter 
wrote that he ‘‘projects an image of 
barely in-control energy and enthu-
siasm.’’ Another reporter described 
how ‘‘he has a habit of going pie-eyed 
with excitement and pumping the air 
with his hands.’’ 

I remember him in the back row 
here. He used to like to get a long cord 
on his microphone and range all over 
that area, just walking and talking and 
waving his arms with that kind of 
stumbling gait that was part of the 
back injury that had haunted him most 
of his adult life. When he got going, 
people were listening, always. 

When Paul Wellstone was in junior 
high, his mother—a Ukrainian immi-
grant—worked in the cafeteria of his 
school—a fact that embarrassed her 
son greatly. Later in life, whenever he 
visited a school, he always introduced 
himself to the cafeteria workers. 

He did the same thing in the Senate. 
He seemed to know every security 
guard, kitchen worker, and elevator 
operator in this Capitol Building by 
name. 

But this is what was different about 
Paul Wellstone: He didn’t just talk to 
cafeteria workers; he voted as a Sen-

ator with them in mind. As he said, 
‘‘Some people are here to fight for the 
Rockefellers. I’m here to fight for the 
little fellers.’’ I am sure Jay Rocke-
feller didn’t take offense. 

Paul Wellstone fought for family 
farmers on the edge of foreclosure, for 
workers facing layoffs, for older people 
trying to decide which prescription to 
fill this month. He and Sheila—his in-
dispensable partner for 39 years— 
fought for women and children threat-
ened by violence. 

He fought for teachers and coal min-
ers. For veterans. For people suffering 
the sting of discrimination and denial 
because of race, gender, sexual orienta-
tion, or physical or mental disability. 

He fought for immigrant parents who 
work at less-than-minimum-wage jobs. 
He listened to them, and looked them 
in the eye. And when he did, he used to 
say, he saw his own parents. 

He fought for ‘‘good education, good 
health care, and good jobs.’’ He de-
manded fairness for those to whom life 
had been unfair. He gave people hope 
and courage. 

It didn’t matter to him if he was on 
the wrong end of a 99-to-1 vote. He 
voted his conscience. I was in the Sen-
ate one day when we had a vote on a 
defense-related issue. I had decided 
that I was going to vote against an 
amendment about to be called by one 
of the Senators on the other side of the 
aisle. As is custom in the Senate, they 
roll through the rollcall and recount 
who voted how. When they listed the 
names in the negative, mine was the 
only name they mentioned and I real-
ized I was by myself, and I said, 
‘‘Where’s Wellstone?’’ And darned if he 
didn’t walk through the door and vote 
‘‘no’’ with me. That’s the kind of per-
son he was. He wasn’t afraid to be the 
only one or the only one of two Sen-
ators voting on an issue. 

Now, Paul Wellstone was a wrestler 
not just with issues but literally—he 
was a champion wrestler in high 
school. In the Senate—even with that 
bad back and hobbled by M.S.—he re-
mained incredibly strong. He held the 
push-up record at the Capitol police 
gym: 91 in 1 minute. But it was his 
strength of character, even more than 
his strength of body, that was truly ex-
traordinary. 

I remember the night the Senate 
voted on the Iraq war resolution. Mr. 
President, there were 23 of us who 
voted against the Iraq war resolution. 
Three of us remained on the floor after-
wards—three of us who had voted no. 
The Chamber was clear; it was late at 
night. I recall walking up to Paul 
Wellstone, who was in a tight election 
contest back in Minnesota, and saying 
to him: Paul, I hope this doesn’t cost 
you the election. And he said to me: 
It’s OK if it does. This is what I believe 
and this is who I am. The people of 
Minnesota would not expect anything 
less. 

That was it. A handful of words, sum-
marizing who he was and what he be-
lieved in and what he thought politics 

was all about. That was the last con-
versation that I had with Paul Well-
stone before he lost his life in that 
plane crash 5 years ago today. 

Much was lost in that crash. But 
much survives. To keep their parents’ 
work alive, Paul and Sheila’s sons, 
Mark and David, have started a pro-
gressive advocacy organization called 
Wellstone Action. Perfect. In the last 4 
years, more than 14,300 people have at-
tended ‘‘Camp Wellstone’’ workshops in 
nearly every state, where they have 
learned to how to make politics rel-
evant and effective. And here I am 
going to give a plug: if you want to 
know more about their good work, go 
to their Web site: www.wellstone.org. 
Take a look. 

The Senate is fortunate to still have 
the service of talented, passionate men 
and women who learned from Paul 
Wellstone himself. I count myself 
lucky as one of those lucky ones. 

One thing I will close with: One of 
Paul Wellstone’s real passions was this 
issue of discrimination against the 
mentally ill. It touched his life and his 
family and he knew it personally and 
was determined to make sure those suf-
fering from mental illness had a fair 
shake for health insurance and medical 
services. He did not get the job done by 
the time he left us in the Senate, but 
that battle was carried on valiantly by 
Senator TED KENNEDY and Senator 
PETE DOMENICI, who passed the legisla-
tion. I hope that the House will pass a 
similar bill soon so we can honor Paul 
Wellstone and do something important. 

Paul Wellstone was full of hope. A re-
porter who knew him well recalled a 
conversation they had after the 1994 
elections, when Democrats lost control 
of both Houses of Congress for the first 
time in decades. 

This is what he wrote: 
Wellstone was upset but not down. ‘‘We 

don’t have time for despair,’’ he said. ‘‘The 
fight doesn’t change. It just gets harder. But 
it’s the same fight.’’ 

I wish Paul Wellstone were here 
today. Of all of the thousands of men 
and women I have served with in the 
House and Senate he and Congressman 
Mike Synar of Oklahoma are two that 
I always wish were around for a phone 
call, for a word of advice—just to sit 
with for a few moments and hear their 
brand of politics. 

If Paul Wellstone were here today I 
know what he would tell us: Don’t give 
up. Don’t despair. There are so many 
people counting on you. You’ve got to 
keep fighting. So let’s do more than 
just honor and miss our friend today. 
Let’s vow to stick together, pick up 
the fallen standard and continue his 
work. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I want 
to rise to take the floor for a few mo-
ments to reflect and to pause to think 
about the life and legacy of former 
Senator Paul Wellstone and his wife 
Sheila. 

It was 5 years ago today that we suf-
fered the terrible tragedy of Senator 
Wellstone’s death, tragedy for my 
State, for the entire Nation. 
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Senator Wellstone and I had been en-

gaged in a very hard-fought and vig-
orous election contest. We were about 
10 days from the election. I think ev-
erybody in our State reflects on where 
they were at the moment they heard 
the news. We were both, Senator 
Wellstone and myself, on the way to a 
debate in Duluth, MN. I was up in 
Grand Rapids flying in on a King Air 
plane, the same type of plane Senator 
Wellstone was flying when it went 
down and caused his death and the 
death of his wife Sheila, their daughter 
Marcia, and five others. 

We were about to get in our plane, 
probably about 25 miles, somewhere in 
the same area as the Senator. We heard 
the news with a great sense of disbelief, 
we knelt down and said our prayers for 
the Senator, for his wife, for the others 
who died. 

The news was met by disbelief, 
shock, and sadness. In the hours that 
followed, it was as if the entire State of 
Minnesota had stopped. For so many 
Minnesotans, regardless of where you 
stood politically or whether you agreed 
with Senator Wellstone’s politics, you 
admired him and his unwavering com-
mitment to the things he cared about 
most. He was so passionate about what 
he believed. 

That admiration is evidenced in folks 
such as Mary Oberg, who lives not far 
from me in St. Paul. I was looking at 
a piece on Public Radio today. She was 
not far from being in St. Paul. In a 
news story I read, she said she did not 
necessarily support all of Paul’s views, 
but she liked the fact that there is still 
a memorial bench in her neighborhood, 
in my neighborhood, that honors Sen-
ator Wellstone to this day. 

It shows respect, Mary said. And that 
is what is lacking in the world today, 
is a lack of respect for others. This is 
a magnificent institution. I see my col-
league from West Virginia is here. He 
has been here a long time, has a great 
sense of history—I try to visit with 
him as often as I can—a great sense of 
collegiality. 

In a world that has become so divi-
sive and so partisan, so angry, whether 
in this Chamber or in the House Cham-
ber, Senator Wellstone reflected in the 
passion for his belief that politics was 
not a death sport, it was something 
which you could agree to disagree and 
still shake a hand and ask: How are 
you doing? And move on. The kind of 
respect that Mary Oberg reflected on 
was that hallmark of Senator 
Wellstone himself. 

His passion, enthusiasm, and energy 
for public service is something that in-
spires me, as it inspired so many folks 
that have followed his footsteps into 
public service. Nowhere was that pas-
sion more clear than in his unyielding 
support for those individuals who suf-
fered the ravages of mental illness. 
Since he arrived in the Senate, he 
worked day in and day out to pass 
mental health parity legislation; put 
an end to the discrimination against 
people with mental illness and chem-
ical addiction. 

Paul was also willing to put aside 
politics on this important issue. He 
worked hand in hand with another 
champion for mental health issues, 
Senator PETE DOMENICI, another indi-
vidual who has been around here for 
many years and was and is so pas-
sionate about that issue. 

Working together, Senators DOMENICI 
and Wellstone helped millions of Amer-
icans overcome the stigma surrounding 
mental health disorders. Millions of 
Americans were able to seek treatment 
and gain hope through their powerful 
commitment to this issue. 

I cannot imagine a better way to 
honor Paul’s legacy than sending a 
strong mental health parity bill to the 
President of the United States and 
have him sign it into law. 

I also want to comment about a 
unique living memorial to the Well-
stones, and that is the Paul and Sheila 
Wellstone Center for Community which 
opened its doors a year ago. It is truly 
a Paul and Sheila Wellstone kind of 
place. It stands literally where the 
East meets the West. Since Paul came 
from the East, as I did, he probably felt 
very much at home in our ethnic 
neighborhoods, filled with middle-class 
working families. 

It was constructed, in large measure, 
with $10 million generously provided by 
this Chamber. The Paul and Sheila 
Wellstone Center is a 100,000 square 
foot facility with meeting places for a 
variety of cultural, social, and civic ac-
tivities for people of all backgrounds. 
It also serves as an education and 
training center. 

The west side is kind of like our Ellis 
Island. It is the place where, in the 
Midwest, immigrant groups came in in 
the old days. It was the Jews and Leba-
nese; today it is the Hmong and the So-
malis. 

A community center is a poor sub-
stitute for the real thing, Paul and 
Sheila themselves, but it is worth 
doing, providing a safe place where 
kids can learn and play, families can 
receive training and support, commu-
nity members can be organized to fight 
injustice and partake in the American 
dream. 

These and so many other issues that 
Paul cared about transcended partisan 
politics and ideology. The greatest leg-
acy to Senator Wellstone is to stay 
rooted in his belief that Government 
has an obligation to do what it can do, 
which is to help those who need help 
the most. 

Five years later, I certainly have a 
greater understanding and appreciation 
for the challenges that Senator 
Wellstone faced and others that came 
before him of serving in a Congress 
that is too often governed by partisan-
ship rather than a culture and a com-
mitment to getting things done. 

I have made a commitment to follow 
in that tradition of working hard and 
being a vocal advocate for our great 
State. This anniversary should be an 
occasion to celebrate the Wellstones’ 
lives and to remember the commit-

ment Paul and his family made and 
continue to make using public service 
to improve the lives of all people. 

On this anniversary of their death, I 
hope everyone can continue to hold 
Paul, Sheila, their family, and the oth-
ers who died in their terrible crash, 
hold them close in your hearts, hold 
them in your prayers, as my family 
and I will. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, it is 
hard to believe that it was 5 years ago 
today we lost our dear friend and col-
league—Paul Wellstone. 

On a cold Minnesota morning, his 
life, along with his wife, daughter, 
three staff members, and two pilots, 
was cut tragically short. It was a day 
that is burned into our memories, a 
day we will never forget. 

Paul was a good man. He was a man 
who truly loved being a Senator. It 
wasn’t the power and prestige that he 
loved, it was his ability to serve the 
people, to help those in need—espe-
cially those who otherwise wouldn’t 
have had a voice. 

He was a fighter. He fought for the 
underprivileged. For the downtrodden. 
For those who otherwise had been for-
gotten. He fought for the underdog— 
the little guy. And most of all he 
fought for what he believed in to be 
right and true. 

Paul loved life and lived each day to 
the fullest. He always had a kind word 
and a smile to whom ever he came 
across. And he came to work deter-
mined to make our country and world 
a better place. 

The Senate has changed a lot since 
Paul’s death. The halls are a little 
quieter. There is a little less fire and 
brimstone on the Senate floor. Paul 
was known for going to the floor and 
giving an impassioned speech about 
how we had to provide better health 
care coverage for the mentally ill, as-
sistance for domestic violence victims, 
better benefits for our veterans, or edu-
cation for our children. 

While Paul was a hard-working, dedi-
cated public servant, he was also a 
family man who loved his wife, chil-
dren, and grandchildren very much. His 
best friend and companion in his life 
was his wife Sheila. She inspired him, 
was his constant companion, and she 
calmed him. Their love was one of a 
kind. In many ways it is fitting they 
left this Earth together. 

While Paul is not here, his spirit 
lives on. He inspired all of us to be bet-
ter people. And his memory lives on. 
Paul’s work is continued through his 
two sons Mark and David, Wellstone 
Action, and through his staff—many of 
whom can still be seen in the halls 
today. 

Like many of my colleagues in Con-
gress, I miss my Paul. So let us remem-
ber him today and honor all of the 
work he did to make this country a 
better place for all of us. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is hard 
to believe that today marks 5 years 
since an extraordinarily frigid and 
raining, tough day in October when we 
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were stunned to hear the reports of the 
missing plane and then reports that it 
carried our friend, Senator Wellstone, 
his wife Sheila, and his daughter 
Marcia. I had just been with him in 
Minnesota hours earlier where his wife 
and he campaigned. 

It was one of the moments you never 
forget. I remember feeling the awful, 
vivid contrasts of a world transformed. 
October 25, our friend and colleague 
was gone—but October 24 he had been 
right there with us full of life. I was in 
the Twin Cities at Sam Kaplan’s house 
at a Wellstone campaign event with 
Paul’s wife, Sheila. Paul was cam-
paigning on the other side of the State, 
but he called into the event, and I will 
never forget what it was like to hear 
that voice over the speaker phone— 
loud, clear, strong—Paul Wellstone, 
that voice full of passion and commit-
ment. 

It was a sad and sickening feeling to 
hear the next day that both of them 
were gone. 

In the last 5 years, I can’t tell you 
how many times how many of us, in 
tough fights and lonely stands, have 
wished we had Paul Wellstone in our 
corner here on the floor of the Senate. 

Paul and Sheila Wellstone were an 
extraordinary couple. They were the 
best people in politics and in life—the 
most caring, the most giving, the most 
sincere and genuine people I have ever 
met or will ever meet. 

Paul was the Pied Piper of modern 
politics—so many people heard him and 
wanted to follow him in his fight. Joy-
ful, rumpled, the genuine article—we 
all admired Paul for his energy and his 
independence, his spirit and his zest for 
making people’s lives better and inspir-
ing others to do the same. 

It is impossible to measure the num-
ber of lives Paul touched. So many peo-
ple who never even knew him are bet-
ter off because of him. When I ran for 
President in 2004, at rope lines around 
the country, people would come up to 
me after rallies—people in wheelchairs, 
people with cancer, veterans, senior 
citizens, farmers—and they would place 
in my palm that familiar, cherished 
Wellstone button, or one of those green 
ribbons lovingly created after Paul 
passed away. These were talismans. 
Words didn’t need to be spoken—you 
could see it in their eyes, you could see 
how much he meant—even 2 years 
later, he was still their champion, he 
was still their voice. 

Right in front of my eyes, in their 
faces, I could see the legacy of a man 
who lived Hubert Humphrey’s credo: 
‘‘The moral test of government is how 
that government treats those who are 
in the dawn of life, the children; those 
who are in the twilight of life, the el-
derly; and those who are in the shad-
ows of life, the sick, the needy and the 
handicapped.’’ Paul’s politics was a 
moral politics. 

To all the people who worked for 
him, who loved him, he was never Sen-
ator Wellstone, or ‘‘the Senator’’—he 
was just Paul, and Paul Wellstone 

wouldn’t have had it any other way. He 
was the champion in the Senate for 
issues that some people didn’t think 
were politically popular—the Hmong in 
Minnesota, Native Americans on the 
reservations, the poor, children, stop-
ping drilling in the Arctic National 
Wildlife Reserve thousands of miles 
from his home. I still remember after 
our victory on that filibuster, the 
image of Paul walking into the rally— 
limping—his back hurting from a con-
dition that caused him pain right to 
the end, absolutely unbowed, the look 
on his face was pure joy—the exu-
berance of having succeeded at doing 
something because it was the right 
thing to do. 

He understood that values had to be 
not just spoken but actually lived. As 
he said: Politics is what we do. Politics 
is what we do, politics is what we cre-
ate, by what we work for, by what we 
hope for and what we dare to imagine. 

I will never forget, 3 years ago, 
standing next to Bruce Springsteen, at 
rallies of 50,000, 60,000, 80,000 people—in 
Madison, WI, and Cleveland, OH—peo-
ple standing in the chill and the rain 
and the wind—people who were there 
because, just like Paul, they loved 
their country so much they wanted to 
change it—and I still remember the re-
sponse—the tears and the joy and, 
above all, the hope—when Bruce 
Springsteen would quote words from 
Paul that ought to ring true for all of 
us: 

The future will not belong to those 
who sit on the sidelines. The future 
will not belong to the cynics. The fu-
ture belongs to those who believe in 
the beauty of their dreams. 

Paul and Sheila Wellstone aren’t 
here with us in Washington, but they 
continue to remind us what we can 
have if we believe once again in our 
highest hopes and our strongest ideals. 
They continue to remind us of what is 
important—and what is worth fighting 
for. 

I want to say for the record today 
that Paul Wellstone and his politics 
are much missed. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, 5 years ago 
today, Senator Paul Wellstone, his wife 
Sheila, his daughter Marcia, and three 
of his staff perished in a plane crash. 

This was a tragic loss to the 
Wellstone family, including his two 
surviving sons, David and Mark, his 
State, our Nation, and this body. 

His passion, energy, and commitment 
on behalf of the ‘‘little guys’’—all 
those without a voice, including chil-
dren, the poor, the homeless, victims of 
domestic violence, the mentally ill— 
serves as an example to us all. 

He was a champion for all those who 
needed one, and for doing what is right. 
This was well-illustrated in his unwav-
ering devotion to the fight for mental 
health parity, robust education fund-
ing, and affordable housing. 

Senator Wellstone worked tirelessly 
to achieve fairness in the treatment of 
mental illness. On September 18, the 
Senate unanimously passed mental 

health parity. In the other body, the 
Paul Wellstone Mental Health and Ad-
diction Equity Act recently moved 
through committee. 

We must continue the fight toward 
final passage of mental health parity. I 
look forward to that day, which will be 
a historic achievement, and an endur-
ing memorial to the life of this great 
man. 

I was honored to serve with Senator 
Wellstone for over 4 years on the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee. He was a consistent 
and powerful advocate for increased 
education funding and ensuring our 
children possess the necessary skills 
and tools to compete in an ever-ex-
panding global economy. 

During the debates on the No Child 
Left Behind Act in 2001, he would say, 
‘‘We cannot realize the goal of leaving 
no child behind on a tin cup budget.’’ 
Unfortunately, today we are still 
struggling to provide more than that 
‘‘tin cup’’ budget as the President has 
cumulatively underfunded title I of the 
No Child Left Behind Act, the Federal 
Government’s most significant com-
mitment to K–12 education, by over $43 
billion since its enactment. As such, 
his words seem more appropriate than 
ever. 

Senator Wellstone worked on a mul-
titude of issues, but I want to touch on 
just one other today, and that is af-
fordable housing. At Senator Well-
stone’s suggestion, on April 15, 2002, I 
flew out to Minnesota to hold a Bank-
ing Committee Subcommittee on Hous-
ing and Transportation field hearing on 
‘‘Affordable Housing and Working 
Families.’’ 

At the time, Minnesota had one of 
the Nation’s highest rates of home-
ownership, yet one of the worst afford-
able rental housing shortages in the 
country. It was our hope that we could 
learn more about the affordable hous-
ing crisis impacting working families, 
and how government could best work 
with the private sector to address the 
problem. 

Paul’s passion for this issue and his 
special connection to his constituents 
was apparent throughout this hearing. 
He was intent on figuring out what ob-
stacles stood in the way of creating 
more affordable housing, and what the 
Federal Government could do to help. 
Paul believed in democracy with a 
small ‘‘d,’’ and he allowed anyone in 
the audience who had something to say 
to come up to the microphone and tell 
the U.S. Senate what it might do to 
help. 

Paul’s untimely death was a huge 
blow to many of us. He inspired us 
every day to focus on those who were 
less fortunate, and that legacy must 
continue to live on. 

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 
∑ Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, today, 
as we mark the fifth anniversary of the 
death of Senator Paul Wellstone, I am 
reminded of what Herbert Humphrey— 
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another great Minnesotan that served 
in the Senate—once said: 

The moral test of government is how that 
government treats those who are in the dawn 
of life, the children; those who are in the 
twilight of life, the elderly; and those who 
are in the shadows of life, the sick, the 
needy, and the handicapped. 

This quote always reminds me of the 
way Paul lived his life and the legacy 
he has left behind. 

Five years ago on this day, we lost a 
colleague, a progressive advocate, and 
a Senator who devoted every fiber of 
his being to building a better, fairer 
America. Many of us also lost a close 
friend who we admired and looked to 
for advice and support. Paul always 
stood up for what he believed in and 
gave a voice to those who were not 
given a seat at the table. He was the 
People’s Senator through and through. 

In the Senate, Paul championed men-
tal health parity legislation to help 
end discrimination against people liv-
ing with mental illness. It was a per-
sonal struggle for him, as he came to 
understand the issue through the expe-
riences of his brother. I had the privi-
lege of working with Paul as First 
Lady and as a member of the Senate’s 
Heath, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
committee, where no issue was too dif-
ficult or challenging, large or small, 
for Paul to tackle if he thought it 
would make a positive difference in 
someone’s life. 

I remember when I heard that the 
plane carrying Paul, his wife Sheila, 
their daughter Marcia, and three of his 
campaign aides had crashed. Many of 
us did not want to believe it. No longer 
would our friend and Senator—indefati-
gable—come bursting through the 
doors of the Senate floor, ready to 
speak out, ready to right a wrong, or 
address a problem that had to be 
solved. No longer would Sheila, a dy-
namic presence in her own right, travel 
across Minnesota and the country and 
spread the word about domestic vio-
lence and so many other worthy 
causes. 

To ensure that their legacy lived on, 
more than three years ago, an organi-
zation called Wellston Action was es-
tablished to honor both Paul and his 
wife Sheila. Through hard work and 
dedication, Wellstone Action has been 
able to grow tremendously and pre-
serve the Wellstone way for future gen-
erations. 

We have a duty in the Senate to 
never let Paul’s legacy fade. I said it 5 
years ago and today I reiterate it 
again, we must work towards the goals 
and ideals Paul fought for day in and 
day out: to strengthen our education 
system, our health care system, our 
economy, civil and human rights, our 
Nation. We still feel in our hearts and 
in our lives this grievous, tragic loss. 
Today, we not only look back on the 
life of a Senator who stood up for what 
he believed in, we look forward to car-
rying on what he taught us.∑ 

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 

∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
honor the life of one of the finest men 
I have known in this body: Senator 
Paul Wellstone of Minnesota. Paul— 
along with his wife Sheila and his 
daughter Marcia; his staff members 
Will McLaughlin, Tom Lapic, and Mary 
McEvoy; and pilots Richard Conry and 
Michael Guess—died in a plane crash 5 
years ago to the day. Five years, half a 
decade already: The time has passed so 
quickly that it comes as a shock to 
stop and recall just how long Paul has 
been gone. In marking his death, we re-
member that the years are passing just 
as fast for each of us, and that they can 
take us, as they took our friend Paul, 
when we are least ready to go. What a 
privilege we have to serve here—what a 
short time we are given! Paul’s death 
and Paul’s life remind us to fill that 
short time with all the best we can 
bring. Paul Wellstone did: He lived just 
58 years, and yet it seems that in that 
time, he lived enough to fill two or 
three or four lives. 

Paul was a champion wrestler who 
became a champion scholar; a tireless 
activist and organizer who became a 
beloved professor; everywhere and al-
ways a fighter, full of energy and zeal 
and real love for the people he spoke 
for in this Chamber. He was, in the 
proud tradition of his State, one of the 
happiest warriors I have ever known. 
He was an intellectual, a Ph.D., but 
never abstract; all the theories in the 
world meant nothing to Paul if they 
couldn’t lift up the single mother 
struggling to support a family or the 
torture victim seeking refuge in Amer-
ica or the sufferer of mental illness 
marked with an unjust stigma. 

Paul suffered with each of them. In 
fact, the pain that Paul felt in his 
life—the ache of his multiple sclerosis, 
the challenges of growing up the son of 
immigrants, the pain of his brother’s 
mental illness—became his most pow-
erful political weapon. Pain cuts some 
of us off, but not Paul Wellstone: He 
found the greatest salve in reaching 
out, in traveling up and down Min-
nesota in the dead of winter in his rick-
ety green campaign bus; in taking time 
to thank the cooks, waiters, and jani-
tors who served at so many of Paul’s 
events; in stretching out an appearance 
to two or three times its planned 
length because he was so caught up in 
a conversation, until his staff were 
forced to grab him by the arm and lit-
erally drag him out of the room. 

He was given 12 years to make his 
mark in the Senate. And in that time, 
he helped ensure that toddlers all 
through this country would have a 
head start in life. He ensured that his 
State would be a refuge for victims of 
torture who came here from the dun-
geons of Central America or Asia. He 
fought hard against sex trafficking and 
against domestic violence with Sheila 
Wellstone, herself a leading advocate 
for battered women. He helped make 
sure that families stayed warm in the 
winter, because the government gave 
them the heating assistance they need-

ed. And inspired by the struggles of his 
brother, he struggled to end the dis-
crimination against the mentally ill by 
insurers. In that last cause, I was par-
ticularly proud to stand beside Paul; 
and finally enacting mental health par-
ity legislation would be a fitting honor 
to his memory. 

Paul did so much more than ever 
could be expected with the short time 
he was given; he was driven by an 
untiring spirit. But he also understood 
that legislation, as much good as it has 
the power to do, is something of a 
symptom, an outward phenomenon; the 
deeper causes of what we accomplish in 
this Chamber are the movements and 
forces that put us in office, that make 
one cause prosper and another weak-
en—Paul’s ear was to the ground and 
his eyes were on the roots. He was a 
Senator-organizer: and as much energy 
as he put into legislating, he put more 
into building a movement that would 
outlast him. 

So I wish that Paul were still at his 
desk in this room today; maybe grayer 
and a little more stooped, but still giv-
ing his all to the fight to end a mis-
guided war, one he opposed since the 
outset, or pouring out all his passion 
against torture and lawlessness in our 
own government. I wish we still had his 
voice. 

But on another level, I know that it 
doesn’t matter. The activists and can-
didates and grassroots organizers 
trained by Wellstone Action, a non-
profit set up in Paul’s name, still 
memorize a phrase he used to remind 
us all that politics is first and foremost 
about those we serve: ‘‘It’s not about 
me, it’s not about me, it’s not about 
me.’’ Paul knew that the name at the 
top of the bill, the politician at the top 
of a ballot, the voice speaking the 
words matters little. The citizens 
whom we serve are the ones who mat-
ter most, and Paul’s commitment was, 
first and foremost, to those of our citi-
zens whose lives are spent at the mar-
gins of our society. 

‘‘Some people,’’ Paul’s home news-
paper wrote today, ‘‘live lives so large 
that they never really die.’’ It was true 
of Paul Wellstone, and his wife Sheila, 
and his daughter Marcia. May we live 
in their example, so that those words 
will one day be true of each of us.∑ 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, 5 years 
ago today, our colleague Paul 
Wellstone and his wife Sheila 
Wellstone were killed in a plane crash 
in northern Minnesota. It hardly seems 
like 5 years. 

I remember that morning I was on 
the road driving in a van to Grand 
Forks, ND, going to a meeting when I 
received a call that an airplane had 
gone down in northern Minnesota and 
it was the plane that Paul and his wife 
Sheila and some staff were on. They 
feared that the crash had taken their 
lives. 

I was thinking as I was coming over 
here today that the day Paul and Shei-
la were killed was very much like 
today—a gray day with rain and mois-
ture. Paul and his wife were on a plane 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:37 Nov 30, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\CRONLINE\2007BA~1\2007NE~2\S25OC7.REC S25OC7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13401 October 25, 2007 
flying to a funeral in northern Min-
nesota. They lost their lives. They 
were in the final stages of a very ag-
gressive Senate campaign, one I believe 
Paul would have won. I believe he 
would have retained his seat in the 
Senate. He cared deeply about his op-
portunities, his privilege, and his obli-
gation as a Senator. 

A couple weeks ago, I was on the 
campus of the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill, and I was 
walking across the commons of the 
campus and looked to my left and I saw 
a small memorial garden to Paul and 
Sheila Wellstone. I didn’t know it, but 
I asked someone why that garden ex-
isted on the campus of the University 
of North Carolina. They said because it 
was where Paul Wellstone earned his 
PhD, where Paul Wellstone had been a 
college wrestler and, I believe, a col-
lege champion wrestler. I had not 
known that previously. Nonetheless, 
there is a tribute to Paul and Sheila 
Wellstone on the campus of the Univer-
sity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. 

Last week, I was visited in my office 
by about eight people to present me 
with a framed plaque of sorts because 
of Paul Wellstone. I was thinking of 
that as I came to the floor as well. This 
was a group of people who represented 
the major automobile industry in this 
country, the large auto producers, and 
the independent shops around the 
country that do automobile repair. I 
had nearly forgotten about what had 
gone on as a result of this, but they 
asked to come and see me and they 
came in and said: You and Senator 
Paul Wellstone 6 years ago did some-
thing that made a big difference, and 
we wanted to recognize that work. I 
said: I am happy about that, but let me 
make sure you recognize and let me ac-
cept it for Paul Wellstone in his mem-
ory. 

Paul sat in that desk right back 
there on the end. It was on the floor of 
the Senate that he came to me breath-
less—and he was usually breathless be-
cause he had so much energy and pas-
sion about things—and he said: I went 
to an automobile repair shop in Min-
nesota, a small family-owned auto re-
pair shop. They told me they cannot 
get the codes for the new automobiles 
in order to be able to repair them be-
cause the automobile manufacturers 
have these codes in their computers 
and they won’t provide them to the 
independent auto repair shops, which 
means when you buy a car at a dealer-
ship, you have to go back to the dealer-
ship to get it fixed. In order to get a di-
agnostic, you have to have the codes 
and they won’t give the independents 
these codes. 

He said: BYRON, that is an outrage. I 
want you to hold a hearing on that. 

I chaired the appropriate sub-
committee in the Commerce Com-
mittee, and I said I would be glad to do 
that. Why don’t you come and be a part 
of the hearing and sit on the dais. He 
was not on the Commerce Committee. I 
invited him to make a statement and 

ask questions. So we held a hearing in 
the Commerce Committee. The room 
was full of people representing the 
independent auto repair shops around 
the country. We had a lot of them trav-
el to Washington, DC. 

There was testimony by the auto-
mobile manufacturers and the folks 
running these little auto repair shops 
around the country. They had a big dis-
agreement. I felt and Paul felt it was 
unfair to the independent auto repair 
dealers, the small shops, not to be able 
to get the codes so they could fix these 
automobiles that were in disrepair. 

I remember Paul’s statement at the 
hearing sticking up for the little guy, 
saying these folks running these auto-
mobile independent repair stations 
should not be disadvantaged like this; 
they ought to have an opportunity to 
do this as well. 

As a result of that hearing, the auto-
mobile manufacturers and the inde-
pendent repair shops decided they 
would work together and find a way to 
solve the problem. Last week, a group 
of them came to my office and pre-
sented me with something that said 
what you and Senator Wellstone did re-
quired us to sit down and negotiate, 
and we negotiated and solved the prob-
lem, and now we provide the codes to 
the independent auto repair shops. The 
folks from the independent shops were 
there and said we now have a good rela-
tionship with the auto manufacturers. 

That issue got solved because Paul 
Wellstone was standing up for the little 
guy. He went to a repair shop in Min-
nesota and found out the independent 
owner of that shop was not being treat-
ed fairly, in his mind, and in my judg-
ment. So he brought it to the Congress. 
We got together and held a hearing, 
and the result is this was solved. It was 
negotiated in a way that was good for 
the consumer, good for the folks who 
owned the automobile repair businesses 
and, frankly, good for the automobile 
manufacturers. They have admitted 
that as well. I thank all of them for ne-
gotiating that in the right way. 

Mostly, I thank Paul Wellstone for 
the energy he had in the Senate to al-
ways stand up for the little guy. The 
interesting thing about Senator 
Wellstone, however, is that as he stood 
over by that back seat over there, on 
every single issue Paul Wellstone stood 
up and wanted to know how it would 
affect kids—especially poor children in 
this country, many of whom feel hope-
less and helpless, many of whom feel 
they do not have the same opportuni-
ties. He was unrelenting in trying to 
make certain we pass legislation that 
gave America’s kids a good oppor-
tunity to be successful. 

The other issue for which all of us re-
member Paul Wellstone—and my col-
league, Senator DOMENICI, surely will 
because he was Senator DOMENICI’s 
partner—is parity for mental health 
care because mental health care has 
not been treated the same way in most 
insurance policies, and still is not in 
many insurance policies, as other 

health care one might get. If one 
breaks an arm or a leg or has a disease, 
one gets health care treatment, and it 
gets covered by their insurance policy. 
But mental health has been treated dif-
ferently. 

Paul devoted much of his time in the 
Senate saying we ought to be fair and 
have parity as to how mental health is 
treated in health insurance policies in 
this country. 

I came to the floor to observe, as oth-
ers have today, that it is 5 years to the 
day we lost a good friend. He was one 
of those who said: Here is what I am; 
here is who I am. I am not trimming 
my sails to make things sound better 
for anybody. I am just going to fight as 
hard as I can fight for issues I care 
about and issues I believe are right for 
Minnesota and our country. I have al-
ways admired that spirit. 

Those of us who were privileged to be 
Paul’s friend also know Paul Wellstone 
was a team. It was Paul and Sheila 
Wellstone. Most of us in the Senate 
who had the privilege of serving with 
Paul and knowing Sheila and Paul as a 
team continue to miss them a great 
deal. 

I wanted simply today to celebrate 
the memory of Paul Wellstone and 
Sheila Wellstone and talk about the 
contributions they made in this coun-
try and the contributions through pub-
lic service to their country. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, this is 
the fifth anniversary of the death of 
Paul and Sheila Wellstone. I wished to 
say a few words on that. I was a friend 
of Paul’s when I was in the House, and 
on some of the important social and 
economic issues that I worked on 
there, he was the person to whom I 
went, to work with a Member of the 
Senate. 

I think history will remember Paul 
Wellstone as one of the great Senators 
of our time, not just because of his ac-
complishments but, more importantly, 
because of the extraordinary vision 
that he had. 

Paul believed very much that we 
could create a very different kind of 
world than the world that we are living 
in right now. He was prepared and did 
stand up day after day on the floor of 
this Senate, taking on virtually every 
powerful special interest that exploited 
working people and low-income people 
and who led us to wars we should not 
be fighting. 

He was a man who believed passion-
ately in a world of peace, in a world of 
economic and social justice. That vi-
sion he brought forth is the vision I 
hope nobody in the Senate, nobody in 
this country, ever forgets. 

One of the major characteristics of 
Paul Wellstone is he understood that 
the way we succeed politically is not 
simply by going out to the wealthy and 
the powerful begging for more and 
more campaign contributions, which is 
what happens so often. He understood 
that the way to win elections is by ral-
lying ordinary people at the grassroots 
level, and perhaps it is that achieve-
ment, from a political perspective, for 
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which he will most be remembered. I 
know in Minnesota he organized at the 
grassroots and brought thousands and 
thousands of people who had not been 
involved in the political process to-
gether to stand up under a progressive 
program for economic justice and a 
world of peace. He understood pro-
foundly something many here do not 
address: Real change takes place from 
the bottom, not from the top, and when 
millions of people stand up and say it 
is imperative that we have economic 
justice, that we have a livable wage, 
that we have a health care program 
which guarantees health care to all of 
our people, that we protect our envi-
ronment, when that comes from the 
grassroots, then we will succeed. He 
was a tireless advocate of grassroots 
politics. 

As someone who worked with Paul, 
who was very fond of both him and 
Sheila, the vision they brought forth is 
something for which I will do my best 
to continue advocating. His loss was a 
loss for the working people, for the 
vast majority of the people of this 
country, and for the Senate. 

I will not forget what Paul Wellstone 
stood for. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor to pay special tribute to a 
very special individual who is no longer 
with us in the Senate. He was a friend 
to me, a tremendous U.S. Senator, and 
he was an advocate for thousands and 
thousands of human beings across this 
country who may never have met him 
but for whom he spoke so eloquently. 
That was Senator Paul Wellstone. 

Five years ago today, we lost that 
friend, that Senator, that passionate 
advocate. Still every day I come to this 
floor, I can see him here, raising his 
voice, throwing his arms out, speaking 
to everyone as if they were right in 
front of him about the issues he cared 
about. 

Every one of us has special memories 
of Senator Wellstone, whether it was 
his speeches on the floor of the Senate 
as he wandered back and forth and put 
his tremendous voice to such great use. 
For me personally, it was listening to 
him talk about the issue of mental 
health. It was standing beside him 
when he introduced the bill to ban as-
bestos 6 years ago. We looked around, 
and we were a pretty lonely crowd try-
ing to make that happen. I know he 
would be so proud, wherever he is up 
there today, looking down and knowing 
that this Senate 6 years later passed a 
ban on asbestos. 

It was such issues as the war where 
Senator Wellstone, even though he was 
in a very tight election race at the 
time, stood his ground and said what 
he felt so strongly, that he could not 
vote for this country to go to war in 
Iraq. He feared no one in making that 
decision, even with the election he was 
facing. 

He was a friend and partner, someone 
I knew so well. My best memory of him 
was going to his State. He invited me 
there, as we all do with our other col-

leagues when we are out campaigning 
and ask them to help us. Senator 
Wellstone didn’t ask me to come and 
do a fundraiser for him. He didn’t ask 
me to do a speech to some dignified 
crowd in some ballroom. He didn’t ask 
me to come and wear a suit. He asked 
me to come to his State the week be-
fore his election and do what he called 
‘‘a people raiser.’’ He did it in a gym-
nasium. He invited people to come and 
donate their time because of what he 
cared about, the issue he fought for, to 
bring people into politics. He did it 
that day in such a tremendous way. All 
of us who knew him knew he was never 
comfortable talking to a crowd that 
was sitting down. He had to inspire 
them and have them all standing in 
front of him and applauding. He did it 
every time he spoke. 

I miss him so much in the Senate. It 
is hard to believe it was 5 years ago 
that we lost such a tremendous advo-
cate. I think he would be proud of the 
legacy he left in his own family, in the 
issues he left for many of us, and the 
passion as we move forward. I know if 
he were here today he would be saying: 
Don’t talk about me. He would be in a 
back room someplace making sure we 
never forgot the people who sent us 
here and the tremendous issues they 
face at home. He would be inspiring 
somebody to stand up and speak out. 

I hope we continue to do that in his 
memory for many years to come. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
for those who served with him, the 
death of Paul Wellstone 5 years ago 
was such a shock because not only did 
Paul represent intellect and vigor, he 
also, because of his enthusiasm and 
high energy level, represented a youth-
ful picture. He looked like a young 
guy, college-age person. When he 
spoke, he did it with such energy that 
everybody would hear him or listen to 
him. If you didn’t hear him, he would 
make sure you heard him because he 
was never bashful about sticking up, 
about talking about things he believed 
in. There was very little he did not be-
lieve in that would engage him so—I 
will use the term—furiously in his 
presentation. 

So it is appropriate we remember a 
distinguished Member of the Senate, 
who served only a short time, and was 
on his way for another term. But his 
impact was enormous. I think in many 
ways he created a picture of courage 
and right that serves as a model for 
things we generally do here. 

I, as so many here did, regarded him 
as a friend. I did not see him unable to 
talk to people on the Republican side 
of the aisle or otherwise. No matter 
how vigorous his arguments were, no 
matter how energetic his presentation 
was, the fact is, he would dismiss any 
difference as a part of a normal proc-
ess. He would continue on with his in-
sistence that what he did was right, 
but he was never righteous about it. 

We will always think of him when we 
think of what is right to do in the Sen-
ate. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, 5 years ago 
today, our country lost a good man. 
Now, I am mindful of what the Scrip-
tures say in that there is no man who 
is good. I am mindful of that. But this 
is a statement I am making, and in the 
context of the thoughts I wish to ex-
press, I am going to say: Five years ago 
today, our country lost a good man. It 
lost an outstanding Senator. It was 5 
years ago today that Senator Paul 
Wellstone and his wife Sheila and their 
daughter Marcia perished in a tragic 
plane crash. 

Paul Wellstone died tragically, but 
he lived heroically. Paul Wellstone was 
unique. I knew him. Paul Wellstone 
was priceless. Paul Wellstone was irre-
placeable. Paul Wellstone was a Sen-
ator of remarkable integrity and re-
markable courage. 

Only a few days before his tragic 
death, I witnessed firsthand the integ-
rity and the courage of that Senator, 
Mr. Paul Wellstone. 

Paul Wellstone was in the late stages 
of a close campaign for reelection. Paul 
Wellstone had been targeted for defeat 
by the George Bush-Karl Rove political 
machine. And this Senate was about to 
vote on the Iraq war resolution. I was 
here. 

At that time, granting President 
Bush the authority for an invasion of 
Iraq was the political thing to do. The 
White House had convinced most of the 
country that Iraq possessed weapons of 
mass destruction and that Saddam 
Hussein was poised to use those weap-
ons. 

Many Americans had been frightened 
by a steady drumbeat of White House 
rhetoric about mushroom clouds and 
weapons of mass destruction. Many 
Americans had been convinced that the 
war would be brief and that our troops 
in Iraq would be welcomed with open 
arms. 

Despite the then-prevailing view that 
voting against the Iraq war was polit-
ical suicide, Senator Paul Wellstone— 
God rest his soul—Senator Paul 
Wellstone proudly and defiantly—do 
you hear that word ‘‘defiantly’’—an-
nounced he would vote against it. I will 
never forget his words. 

Seldom have I been so impressed with 
the courage of a colleague. Senator 
Paul Wellstone took a principled stand, 
a stand that would undoubtedly cost 
him votes, and maybe his reelection. 

Did Paul Wellstone flinch? No. He did 
not let that sway him. He stood against 
the White House. Paul Wellstone stood 
against the easy, popular winds of the 
time. Paul Wellstone stood against the 
rush to war. 

Senator Paul Wellstone placed the 
good of our country and the lives of 
young Americans far above his own re-
election. That was Paul Wellstone. 

We needed more Senators like Paul 
Wellstone. 

Paul Wellstone exemplified the cour-
age of his convictions. Senator Paul 
Wellstone stood proudly against the 
rush—the rush—to war. Senator Paul 
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Wellstone was brave. He was pas-
sionate. He was ever true to his con-
science and to the people he rep-
resented. Despite the pain and the dif-
ficulty of multiple sclerosis, Paul 
Wellstone carried on and made us all 
feel humbled and proud by his bravery. 

When the Senate lost Senator Paul 
Wellstone 5 years ago today, the Sen-
ate and the country lost a man of re-
markable integrity. How I wish our 
country had more men like him—Paul 
Wellstone. 

I close this statement with a poem, a 
remarkable poem—a remarkable poem 
for a remarkable man. 
God, give us men! 
A time like this demands strong minds, 

great hearts, true faith, and ready 
hands. 

Men whom the lust of office does not kill; 
Men whom the spoils of office cannot buy; 
Men who possess opinions and a will; 
Men who have honor; men who will not lie. 
Men who can stand before a demagogue and 

brave his treacherous flatteries with-
out winking. 

Tall men, sun-crowned; 
Who live above the fog, 
In public duty and in private thinking. 
For while the rabble with its thumbworn 

creeds, 
its large professions and its little deeds, 
mingles in selfish strife, Lo! Freedom weeps! 
Wrong rules the land and waiting justice 

sleeps. 
God give us men! 
Men who serve not for selfish booty; 
But real men, courageous, who flinch not at 

duty. 
Men of dependable character; men of sterling 
worth; 
then wrongs will be redressed, and right will 

rule the Earth. 
God give us men! 

Thank You, almighty God, for this 
remarkable man, this man of great 
honor, this remarkable man, Paul 
Wellstone. Whence cometh another? 

Mr. FEINSTEIN. Mr. Presdient, 5 
years have passed since we lost our dis-
tinguished colleague, Senator Paul 
Wellstone, in a tragic plane crash. That 
crash also took the lives of his wife 
Sheila, their daughter, Marcia, three 
loyal staffers, and two pilots. 

That sad day the Senate lost a pas-
sionate, gifted, and respected colleague 
and friend. 

Paul was a political science pro-
fessor, with a sharply honed intellect. 
But his heart was as big as his mind, 
and he was a committed advocate for 
the less fortunate. 

He was elected in 1990 and quickly be-
came a strong, crusading voice in the 
Senate. 

Paul fought for increased education 
funding, for improvements in the min-
imum wage, for affordable, accessible 
health care, for campaign finance re-
form, for legislation to protect small 
farmers, and for legislation to expand 
insurance coverage for the mentally 
ill. 

Paul helped lead the successful oppo-
sition to an energy bill in 1991 that 
would have opened the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge to oil exploration. 

Paul was a champion of the dispos-
sessed around the world—in Latin 
America, in Africa, and in Asia. 

In 1996, when I voiced concern over 
the treatment of women and girls by 
the Taliban, Paul was one of the few 
open to the idea that the United States 
should do something. 

In 1999, Paul and I introduced the 
International Trafficking of Women 
and Children Victims Protection Act to 
address these heinous crimes and to 
hold to account nations that fail to 
meet minimum international stand-
ards. 

Paul cared deeply about Tibetan au-
tonomy. The last time we worked to-
gether was to cosponsor legislation to 
encourage dialogue between the Dalai 
Lama and the Chinese Government— 
and to protect the identity of the peo-
ple of Tibet. 

He would have been pleased to see 
the Congressional Gold Medal—the Na-
tion’s highest civilian honor—awarded 
to the Dalai Lama earlier this month. 

Paul was eloquent. He was compas-
sionate. And he is missed. I feel hon-
ored to have been his friend and col-
league. I will never forget him, and the 
Senate is better for his service. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I can 
hardly believe it has been 5 years since 
we lost Paul and Sheila Wellstone. It 
still seems like only yesterday that I 
would see Paul pacing up and down the 
aisles on the Senate floor, speaking out 
for Minnesota and what he so affection-
ately called the ‘‘little fellers’’ in the 
world. 

There isn’t a day that goes by that I 
don’t miss him and beloved wife and 
soul mate, Sheila, but the loss is espe-
cially poignant in these tough times 
our country faces. 

I remember during the Iraq war de-
bate, Paul spoke out passionately 
against the resolution authorizing the 
go-it-alone military approach in Iraq. 
He spoke, almost prophetically, about 
the possible consequences of our ac-
tions—how it would impact the con-
tinuing war on terrorism and efforts to 
rebuild Afghanistan. He said that the 
gravest concerns were those raised 
about the possible loss of life—to our 
soldiers and innocent Iraqis. I can 
hardly imagine what he would think of 
the mess we are in today. 

That day, Paul was strong and 
unafraid, as he always was, even 
though he knew his ‘‘no’’ vote could 
cost him his Senate seat. He said then 
that the ‘‘only way to do it, is to do 
what you honestly think is right, and 
then whatever happens, happens.’’ 

I think history has shown that Paul 
was absolutely right. And my only re-
gret is that he is not here today to con-
tinue speaking out against the war in 
Iraq. 

There are times when it is positively 
exhausting to keep fighting for just 
causes, especially against this adminis-
tration. But then I look at the wall in 
my office and I see a beautiful picture 
of Paul and me together, and I think of 
what he would say if he was still here, 
and I am sure he would tell me to stand 
up and keep fighting. 

We all lost so much 5 years ago on 
that tragic day—Paul, a fighter, a 

hero, a friend, a father, a grandfather. 
And of course we lost Shelia, Paul’s 
partner in life, their daughter Marcia, 
and three devoted staffers. My heart 
still aches. 

But what we gained, from Paul’s life 
and legacy, cannot be erased by time. 
His passion and life’s work is being car-
ried on by his friends and colleagues, 
and by the good people of Minnesota, 
who I know miss him dearly. 

And I know that if he could, Paul 
would tell us that there is no time for 
tears, and as he said many years ago, 
this is no time for timidity. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today we 
mark the anniversary of a sad event. 
The tragic deaths 5 years ago of my 
friends, Paul and Sheila Wellstone. Yet 
I know that I join today the people of 
Minnesota and my colleagues here in 
the Senate in celebrating the lives they 
lived and the legacy they left behind. 

Paul was a remarkable man who 
stood up in the Senate for those most 
in need of representation, the 
underpriviledged, the oppressed, and 
the mentally ill. He stood up and he 
never backed down. 

Paul Wellstone was a man of great 
energy and passion, seemingly always 
in motion, but never too busy to have 
a word with people he would come 
across in the corridors or in the ele-
vators, never too busy to take a mo-
ment to talk with the tourists in the 
Capitol, Senate workers, or the con-
stituents of other Senators. For this, 
he was beloved by the many people who 
serve us here in the Senate and the 
many others he touched. We all miss 
his eloquence, and his humor, but, 
most of all, we miss this man of 
warmth and caring. 

When that plane crashed in northern 
Minnesota 5 years ago, his beloved 
State, the Senate, and the Nation were 
deprived of a wise and thoughtful lead-
er. When I stood on the Senate floor to 
pay tribute to Paul Wellstone shortly 
after the accident, I pointed out that 
one of his last acts in the Senate was a 
vote against the war in Iraq. I recalled 
his speech then. But now, 5 years later, 
after the painful course which that war 
has taken, his words ring even more 
true. He saw and understood the first of 
the series of mistakes made in Iraq. He 
said, ‘‘Acting now on our own might be 
a sign of our power. Acting sensibly 
and in a measured way, in concert with 
our allies with bipartisan congressional 
support, would be a sign of our 
strength.’’ 

Paul never feared to fight for what he 
believed, even when in a small minor-
ity like his vote against the welfare re-
form bill in 1996, and his battles 
against the bankruptcy bill, and on be-
half of more equitable funding for the 
victims of mental illness. 

My wife Barbara and I often think of 
our friends, Paul and Sheila Wellstone, 
and the good times we shared. Because 
of those enduring memories, we cele-
brate their lives on this anniversary, in 
much the spirit that they lived, with a 
smile in our hearts. 
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Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, it is 5 years ago today that we 
lost one of the most articulate, most 
energetic, and brightest lights of this 
Senate when our colleague from Min-
nesota, Senator Paul Wellstone, and 
his family were killed in an airplane 
crash as he was campaigning in Min-
nesota for reelection. 

Paul sat at that desk right there, and 
from that desk he would pace back and 
forth with his speeches, like a caged 
lion, because the energy was bursting 
from him as he would speak with such 
passion about the poor and the down-
trodden and the dispossessed. It was 
such a voice that was snuffed out that 
when they had the memorial service 
for him, it is amazing the number of 
Senators who went to Minneapolis for 
that memorial service; Senators from 
both sides of the aisle, who had tre-
mendous respect for this Senator who 
spoke with such passion. 

I wanted to add my voice to those 
who have recalled the life of Senator 
Paul Wellstone and what he meant to 
America and to the Senate. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, today we 
remember Paul Wellstone, his wife 
Sheila, and his daughter Marcia. Today 
my wife Connie and I send our 
thoughts and prayers to the Wellstone 
sons, Mark and David. 

Paul, so many of our colleagues 
noted earlier today, was more than a 
Senator, more than a professor. He 
was, of course, first and foremost a lov-
ing husband and a proud father. But for 
millions of Americans, Paul Wellstone 
was a hero. 

Paul was an unparalleled champion 
for social and economic justice. He led 
by example, fighting for the weakest 
among us, those whose voices are too 
often drowned out or altogether ig-
nored. 

In the Senate, Paul Wellstone was 
their voice. He may have had the title 
‘‘Senator,’’ but he proudly, perhaps 
more proudly, wore the moniker ‘‘ac-
tivist.’’ From this Chamber, he fought 
for the poor, for the veterans, the envi-
ronment, and working men and women 
not just in Minnesota but across the 
land and across the world. He led by ex-
ample, an example we in this Chamber 
are well served to follow. 

Five years after his death, he re-
mains sorely missed. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today 
marks 5 years since the tragic death of 
our friend and colleague, Paul 
Wellstone of Minnesota. 

You know, I look around the Cham-
ber, I see men and women of remark-
able talents and abilities. But I have 
also had a strong sense that over the 
last 5 years there has sort of been a 
void in our midst; a very special Sen-
ator, a Member who played a unique 
role within this body, has been miss-
ing. 

It is as though we are suffering from 
‘‘phantom limb syndrome’’; you know, 
where a person loses a limb but still 
feels its presence. Whenever an issue of 
moral urgency, an issue of conscience 

comes to the Senate floor, I still expect 
to look back over here in the back row 
and see Paul Wellstone over there, 
chopping his hands in the air, speaking 
with his passion, urging us to do the 
right thing. On that score, I remind my 
colleagues that one of the last major 
votes cast by Senator Wellstone was 
his vote against a resolution later used 
by President Bush as an authority to 
launch an invasion of Iraq. 

I remember it well because Paul and 
I were very close friends, and we de-
bated this between us. I said: Paul, no, 
Bush is not going to use this as any 
kind of authorization to go to Iraq. 
This is only meant to give him the au-
thority to go to the U.N., to get the 
U.N., which is what we want to do, is to 
get the U.N. inspectors back there. 

Well, I think Paul was a little more 
prescient than I was. So we did not 
vote the same way on that. I will for-
ever rue the day I voted to give Presi-
dent Bush that authority. Quite frank-
ly, Senator Wellstone was in the midst 
of a very difficult reelection campaign 
when he cast that vote. So I think it is 
a measure of his political courage that 
he cast that vote without thinking 
about any political consequences. 

Five years later, with our Armed 
Forces bogged down in a civil war in 
Iraq, it is painfully clear Senator Well-
stone’s vote was not only a courageous 
vote, it was the right vote. 

I think Paul truly was, as I have said 
before, kind of the soul of the Senate. 
I have said before that no one ever 
wore the title ‘‘Senator’’ better or used 
it less. He loved it when ordinary folks 
came up to him and called him Paul. 
Some Senators might not be so ap-
proachable. Paul Wellstone was. He 
took that as a sign that ordinary peo-
ple knew he was one of them. He was 
approachable and he cared. 

Paul Wellstone was truly my best 
friend in the Senate. But he is one of 
those rare souls who so many saw as 
their best friend. He had a powerful au-
thenticity about him that made a 
miner up in the Iron Range know he 
was as important to Paul Wellstone as 
the President of the United States. 
That was a very unique ability he had. 

He never had to proclaim his de-
cency. It shone forth in great acts of 
political courage and small acts of 
human kindness. He never had to say 
he cared. He never had to proclaim his 
compassion. You just knew it was 
there. The hard-working folks he cared 
about most didn’t have lobbyists of in-
fluence, but they had Paul Wellstone. 
He truly was their best friend. 

So 5 years later we remember the po-
litical science professor whose measure 
of truth was never in political theory 
but in the impact of our decisions on 
real people. We remember the commu-
nity organizer who understood how to 
bring people together, rural and urban, 
environmentalists and labor, Repub-
licans and Democrats and, as I have 
often joked, he even brought Minneso-
tans and Iowans together. We remem-
ber a leader, a proud Democratic Farm-

er Labor Party liberal who constantly 
reminded those of us who are Demo-
crats that the purpose of our party is 
to offer hope and opportunity to all 
Americans, including the neediest 
among us. 

I still remember the first time I ever 
met Paul Wellstone. It was in 1988. I 
was a freshman Senator. We were in 
the midst of one of the deepest reces-
sions—depressions, almost—in farm 
country that we had had since the 
Great Depression. Farmers were losing 
their farms all over the Midwest. Sui-
cides were up. Families were breaking 
up. There were bankruptcies. It was 
not a very good time in farm country. 
I remember I went out to speak to a 
large group right outside of Austin, 
MN, at a big farm gathering. I know 
there were well over 1,000 farmers. It 
was a big gathering. I think the Min-
nesota Farmers Union or maybe the 
National Farmers Union had pulled 
them together. 

So they asked me to come speak be-
cause I had been, at that time, trying 
to get through a bill called the Harkin- 
Gephardt farm bill to respond to the 
crisis. 

So I went there to speak and, of 
course, as any big gathering like that 
on the stage, you have a lot of different 
speakers. I was supposed to be the final 
speaker. I was the Senator. So I get 
there. We had one farmer speak, then 
the head of the Farmers Union speak 
and then somebody else spoke and then 
somebody else spoke. Right before me, 
they had this guy, this Professor 
Wellstone. I had never met this guy, 
and I am on the stage with him. I am 
preparing my remarks, thinking how I 
am going to get the crowd up and ex-
cited, get them stimulated. And so this 
Wellstone guy gets up to speak. He has 
long curly hair. He has a T-shirt on, 
kind of rolled up. He was muscular, a 
wrestler. 

How can I say it? After he spoke, I 
didn’t quite know what to do. He had 
everybody up. He was so enthusiastic. 
He had everybody pumped up. He had 
everybody enthused. I thought, how 
can I follow this? Well, I tried my best. 
It wasn’t very good. I came back to my 
staff. I said: I don’t know who that guy 
is, but don’t you ever put me on after 
him again. 

That was my first introduction to 
Paul Wellstone. Then after that we be-
came friends. After that, through mu-
tual friends in Minnesota, I found out 
that he was thinking of running for the 
Senate. Of course, he had a big pri-
mary. He won it. Of course, I couldn’t 
do much to help him because I was 
fighting for survival myself in 1990. I 
had a Congressman running against 
me. I was a first-term Senator. But I 
couldn’t have been more happy, after 
my own reelection, than the fact that 
Paul Wellstone won that race in Min-
nesota in 1990. So we joined forces in 
the Senate. 

In 1996, running for reelection, that 
was a tough year. Quite frankly, both 
of us nearly lost. We were very close. I 
remember talking to him on the phone. 
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I said: Paul, I don’t know if I am 

going to survive. He said: 
Yes, we are going to survive. 
Then 2002 came. I remember a dinner 

with another colleague. I won’t men-
tion the name. It is a personal thing. 
But we were thinking maybe of not 
running again. Paul Wellstone had said 
he was only going to serve two terms, 
and he was afraid of breaking that 
commitment. So we discussed this over 
dinner. Our wives were with us. We dis-
cussed the issue of running or not. I 
thought, well, I have been here for a 
couple terms myself. I didn’t know if I 
wanted to do it anymore. That would 
have been my third term, his second. 
Then one by one we decided we were 
going to run again, and we talked Paul 
into it. 

We said: Paul, you have to be here. 
You have to do it. And don’t worry 
about that. Your people will under-
stand. You have things to do. You 
haven’t finished your job. 

So we all decided, yes, we would seek 
another term in office. 

Paul once said: 
Politics is about what we create by what 

we do, what we hope for, and what we dare to 
imagine. 

Paul was a hopeful man. I always re-
member that green was his color. He 
had that bus painted green. When I say 
‘‘painted green,’’ I mean with a paint 
brush. It was an awful paint job they 
did on that bus of his. He climbed 
aboard that bus in 1990 and set out to 
build a better America. But Paul never 
meant for it to be a solo voyage. He 
wanted us all aboard. 

Though Paul is no longer with us, his 
journey for justice continues. Near the 
site of the tragic plane crash is a beau-
tiful physical memorial for Paul and 
the seven others who died there: his 
wife Sheila, daughter Marcia, two pi-
lots, campaign staffers Will 
McLaughlin, Tom Lapic, and Mary 
McEvoy. That is the physical monu-
ment. 

I would like to think there are also 
living memorials that Paul would have 
been truly passionate about. One of 
those is the nonpartisan, nonprofit 
Wellstone Action organization founded 
by his sons, Mark and David, which 
trains citizens in civic activism and 
grassroots, people-to-people politics, 
the kind of politics he loved and ex-
celled at like no one else. 

I think there is one more Paul 
Wellstone legacy. It is not tangible, 
but it may be the most powerful legacy 
of all. That is our memory of his pas-
sion, his convictions, and his incredible 
capacity for bringing people together 
to accomplish important things. 

Before closing, I must mention one of 
those important things he fought so 
hard for and was so passionate about 
that still remains unaccomplished. He 
fought hard all the time I knew him to 
end the neglect and denial surrounding 
issues of mental health, access to men-
tal health services. Over 41 million per-
sons suffer from a moderate or serious 
mental disorder each year. Less than 

half receive the treatment they need, 
and 80 to 90 percent of all mental dis-
orders are treatable by therapy and 
medication. Paul fought very passion-
ately for the Mental Health Parity Act 
to end the absurd practice of treating 
mental and physical illnesses as two 
different kinds of things under health 
insurance. 

In late 2001, the Senate passed the 
Mental Health Equitable Treatment 
Act, sponsored by Paul Wellstone and 
Senator DOMENICI of New Mexico—that 
was when I happened to be chairman. 
We had a brief interim where we had 
the Senate, at that time, 2001–2002—as 
an amendment to the 2002 Labor- 
Health and Human Services-Education 
appropriations bill. It passed the Sen-
ate. Then we went to conference. In 
conference it was argued that this was 
not the right place for it, that it should 
be on an authorization bill, not on an 
appropriations bill. I don’t have the 
words right here, but I have them, 
when people committed that we would 
take care of mental health parity the 
next year on an authorization bill. So 
it was dropped in conference. Then 
2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, and we 
still don’t have mental health parity. 
The Senate passed it. A strong major-
ity of Members in the other body sup-
ported a similar bill entitled the Paul 
Wellstone Mental Health and Addiction 
Equity Act of 2007. But we still don’t 
have it done. 

I can’t think of a better living legacy 
to Senator Paul Wellstone than for this 
Congress, the 110th Congress, to pass 
the strongest possible mental health 
parity bill and send it to the President 
to become law. I hope we can get that 
job done before we go home whenever 
that may be. 

In closing, for those of us who had 
the privilege of serving with Paul 
Wellstone, his spirit is still very much 
with us. He still inspires us. He still 
calls us to conscience. He still makes 
us smile when we think of his puckish 
humor. He was the finest of men. We 
miss him greatly. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, having 
had the privilege of serving with Paul 
Wellstone for a couple of years after ar-
riving as a Senator, not knowing him 
as well as Senator HARKIN knew him, I 
say amen to all the Senator from Iowa 
said and thank him for reminding us. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

WHITEHOUSE). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

PASSENGER RAIL INVESTMENT 
AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2007 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 294, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 294) to reauthorize Amtrak, and 
for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Sununu amendment No. 3452, to amend the 

Internet Tax Freedom Act to make perma-
nent the moratorium on certain taxes relat-
ing to the Internet and to electronic com-
merce. 

Sununu amendment No. 3453, to prohibit 
Federal subsidies in excess of specified 
amounts on any Amtrak train route. 

Lautenberg (for Carper) amendment No. 
3454 (to amendment No. 3452), of a perfecting 
nature. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3453 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from New Jersey for 
giving me this time and for being a 
longtime advocate of Amtrak but not 
only the eastern corridor Amtrak. The 
Senator from New Jersey has worked 
diligently for a national system. The 
reason we have a need for a national 
system is because it is national. The 
national system connects other routes 
to each other. If we had funded Amtrak 
in the same way we funded and helped 
other modes of transportation, we 
would have a bigger ridership because 
we would have better on-time delivery. 
The bad on-time delivery has caused a 
drop-off in ridership. This does not 
mean we should abandon the national 
system. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of this 
bill. Senator LOTT has been another 
longtime champion of a national sys-
tem. There are 41 cosponsors of this 
bill. We have worked together to make 
sure we don’t only subsidize the east-
ern corridor. I have said all along, it is 
national or nothing for me. I believe in 
a national passenger rail system, one 
that connects our country from coast 
to coast. My vision is that we have a 
track going across the northern part of 
the country from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific, the southern part from the At-
lantic to the Pacific, and then from the 
top to the bottom of our country, from 
the northernmost point down to the tip 
of Florida and the tip of California. 
That is a national system. It would 
have a track that also splits the middle 
of the country from Chicago down to 
Texas. From there, we have the capa-
bility to have State systems that 
would emanate from that skeleton. 

It is important that we stay to-
gether. It would be easy to say: Well, 
the northeastern corridor does own its 
own tracks, and therefore it is more ef-
ficient, and why don’t we just cut off 
the rest of the country and subsidize 
that? That is not a national system. I 
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could not in good conscience support 
only a northeastern line. My constitu-
ents would be robbed of the Texas 
Eagle and the Sunset Limited lines, 
and there are other States that have 
legitimate needs as well. If we actually 
had done better by Amtrak all these 
years, we would require fewer sub-
sidies. 

I am pleased to support the bill, but 
I do not support the Sununu amend-
ment. It isn’t that I don’t think his 
heart is in the right place. He is trying 
to save money because Amtrak is sub-
sidized. We don’t deny needed highways 
in the rural parts of our States. All of 
our Federal highway money is divided. 
It goes into rural areas. Why would we 
deny Amtrak service to other parts of 
the country that don’t have the rider-
ship mainly because of the on-time 
service not being dependable? 

In 2003, a public opinion poll showed 
an overwhelming 85 percent of partici-
pants supported Amtrak, $2 billion 
worth of funding for Amtrak. We need 
a better system. We are working for a 
better system. 

The bill before us is a well-debated, 
well-adjusted bill that isn’t everything 
the Senator from New Jersey wants. It 
is not everything the Senator from 
Mississippi wants. It is not everything 
this Senator from Texas wants. But I 
know that if we have a national sys-
tem, it is an important alternative 
mode of transportation for our coun-
try. We need highways. That is the 
bread-and-butter transportation sys-
tem for the country. We need air trans-
portation, and we do provide an air 
traffic control system to support that. 
A national rail passenger train is an-
other mode that, in the event of an 
emergency, is a very helpful mode of 
transportation. After 9/11, when our air 
traffic system was shut down, people 
went to Amtrak. We needed that for 
the emergency. I believe we would be 
able to have much more in Amtrak if 
we funded it at a level where it would 
have better service and if we could get 
freight rail to work with us to actually 
help us alleviate some of the conges-
tion they cause on their freight lines. 
We could work this out if we had rail 
support for Amtrak. It is important 
that we do that. 

In 2005, SAFETEA-LU authorized 
more than $40 billion on our highways 
for fiscal year 2009. The Senate will 
take up an FAA bill later this year 
that will invest $17 billion in aviation 
annually. We just sent the President a 
water resources bill authorizing $23 bil-
lion over the next 2 years. There is al-
ways a different standard for Amtrak. 
Amtrak is asking for, in this bill, $2.1 
billion a year. I don’t know why Am-
trak is a stepchild. If we have the re-
sources necessary to make it a system 
that serves the whole country, it would 
be an environmentally effective, effi-
cient system that would operate to not 
only provide transportation needs in 
rural parts of the country, where you 
can have buses that go into very small 
communities and feed into an Amtrak 

station, but the service would improve. 
The on-time delivery would improve. 
For the kinds of subsidies we need, 
that we are authorizing in this bill, it 
should be a national system, not a 
northeastern corridor system. That is 
what is fair for the country. It is right 
for the country. 

Always in the Senate since I have 
been here, our Amtrak supporters have 
been national-or-nothing Amtrak sup-
porters. I have supported the north-
eastern corridor. My friends on the 
northeastern corridor have supported a 
national system. Even in the hardest 
times, we have kept the system to-
gether. If we do that, we will see that 
the States will step in and do more, as 
California and some of the Western 
States have done, to their credit. We 
will have more private lines, more 
mass-transit lines, such as we have 
coming into Dallas, feeding into the 
Amtrak station, making it more used. 
In Texas, 250,000 passengers used the 
Texas Eagle and the Sunset Limited 
last year. It is a very important mode 
of transportation. The more we can do 
to make it efficient and effective, the 
better off we will be. 

The Sununu amendment would wreck 
the national system. I hope we will re-
ject that, even though I respect my col-
league from New Hampshire. I know 
his heart is in the right place. I want 
to work with him to make Amtrak 
more efficient, but dropping national 
lines is not going to make it more effi-
cient. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

thank the distinguished Senator from 
Texas. She has always been a supporter 
of a national passenger rail service. We 
appreciate the fact that we can work 
together on this project. 

Among the routes that would be 
eliminated under a proposal that is in 
front of us would be the Crescent in the 
first year. The ridership there is not 
quite what it used to be because it 
originates in New Orleans and New Or-
leans is not a place where there is a lot 
of traffic. The Sunset Limited is the 
one—I am sorry—originates in New Or-
leans. In the third year, the Texas 
Eagle would be eliminated. Each one of 
them by themselves is not massive, but 
they are all part of a national network. 
When 9/11 came along and the aviation 
system was closed down, in many cases 
the only way to get more people to 
their destinations, home or otherwise, 
was through rail service. This would be 
a national security breach if we per-
mitted this to be discontinued. There is 
no country in the world where there is 
rail service that doesn’t have some sub-
sidy contribution. We have to adjust 
ourselves to that. Neither would our 
aviation system work if we didn’t 
make contributions to that; neither 
would our highway system be oper-
ating if we didn’t, and we are deficient 
there. 

We have to make sure that a national 
transportation infrastructure is in 

place. An integral part of that is na-
tional passenger rail service. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Surely. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. I was so pleased 

the Senator from New Jersey talked 
about the Sunset Limited because the 
Sunset Limited, which is the first line 
that would be eliminated under the 
Sununu amendment, connects Cali-
fornia all the way through the south-
ern part of the country, all the way 
through Texas. It goes through San An-
tonio and Houston, then over to New 
Orleans, through Mississippi, Alabama, 
and it ends in Florida. In Florida, you 
connect to go all the way up the north-
eastern corridor. If you take out the 
Sunset Limited—that is our interconti-
nental rail line all the way across the 
country on the southern side—you are 
taking out a major part of the connec-
tion to our national system. I hope the 
Senator from New Jersey is correct 
that we will not have a national sys-
tem, if you take out the whole inter-
continental southern half of it. I ap-
plaud him for bringing that out. 

Does he think if we took out that 
whole southern system, the Sunset 
Limited, that it would enhance Am-
trak? Would it enhance the eastern 
seaboard? Would it enhance all the in-
vestment California has made all the 
way up to California and into the 
States of Oregon and Washington? 
Would that be something that would 
help the system? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. In response, Mr. 
President, it would probably destroy 
the system. We can’t escape the fact 
that the equipment is often moved 
around in different areas. We have to 
have this as a backup, as I said earlier, 
for security alone, but also, as we join 
the fight against pollution and green-
house gases, the railroads are the best, 
most efficient use for transportation in 
those cases. 

So I think the wholeness of Amtrak’s 
system is essential. We want to work 
together and make sure we include this 
as one of the targets for improving our 
transportation efficiency in the coun-
try. We are, unfortunately, way be-
hind—whether it is in aviation or on 
the highways; and, certainly, Amtrak 
has not gotten its share of support. So 
we are looking forward to doing that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Mississippi. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I do not 

want us to have only those speaking 
who are opposed to the amendment. I 
know the sponsor, Senator SUNUNU, is 
here and will probably want to speak 
momentarily in support of his amend-
ment. 

Let me say, to his credit, unlike 
some of our colleagues, he has been in-
volved in this issue for years. As a 
member of the Commerce Committee, 
and when we were trying to get it up 
for consideration last year, he did not 
just try to block it from coming to the 
floor, he had some amendments, and we 
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agreed those amendments should be 
considered. That is the way to do this. 

One of the things I said last night, 
and I want to expand on a little bit, is 
this bill may not be perfect, that we 
can perhaps have more improvements. 
But here is a case where the people I 
hear from say this is not a good bill be-
cause it does not do enough—not that 
they are opposed to most of what is in 
it, or what is in it; they just want to do 
more. But then you say: ‘‘All right, 
what do you want?’’ and they go silent. 

So I think it is a major step in the 
right direction. If we can find more 
things that would improve the service, 
more reforms that would be helpful, I 
think we ought to consider that. 

Mr. President, I ask Senator SUNUNU, 
would you like to speak now? I would 
be glad to defer and let you explain 
more about your amendment, and then 
I would follow you, if you prefer, or I 
can go ahead. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Without objection, Mr. 
President, if I can respond to Senator 
LOTT, I am happy to speak whenever 
the Senator feels he has made all the 
points he needs to make, at least in the 
current time frame. I wish to speak for 
10 or 15 minutes or so on the amend-
ment, and we can move from there. I 
know we have been allotted 2 hours, 
but I hope and I think we will not have 
to take all the time. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, in the in-
terest of fairness, usually we go back 
and forth. We have had a couple people 
speaking against the amendment—Sen-
ator HUTCHISON a few moments ago. I 
say to the Senator, if you wish to 
speak now, I encourage you to do so, 
and then we will have speakers on the 
other side after that. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on the amendment I offered last 
night. This is an amendment that ad-
dresses the most basic question of fis-
cal responsibility. ‘‘Fiscal responsi-
bility,’’ ‘‘fiscal responsibility’’—we 
hear this phrase all the time from poli-
ticians, whether you are inside the 
beltway from Washington or outside 
the beltway. I am sure at times people 
listening to the debate turn the other 
way because they hear everyone using 
this particular phrase as it seams to 
mean something different to everyone. 
But I say it is a most basic question of 
responsibility. Because we are not 
talking about how high the tax burden 
should be, or even how much or how 
large the Federal budget should be; we 
are not talking about whether we 
should spend money in a particular 
area so much as we are asking how 
much we should subsidize a money-los-

ing proposition; how much money 
should the taxpayers be asked to spend 
on a business that is losing money. 

Amtrak is a business, and Amtrak is 
losing money. We are in a position to 
be able to look at different parts of 
that business and try to identify ex-
actly how much money they are losing 
in particular areas, and ask that sim-
ple question: What is fair? What is 
right? How much Federal funding 
should be used to subsidize a passenger 
on a particular train in the Amtrak 
system? 

I would like to think my colleagues 
are willing to stand up and say the 
amount of money we should subsidize a 
passenger on a long-distance train is 
less than $1 billion per passenger. I 
think we can get agreement on that. 
Sometimes I am not sure if we could 
get agreement on that, but I think we 
could get agreement we should not pro-
vide a subsidy of $1 billion per pas-
senger on every long-distance train 
Amtrak runs. That is a good starting 
point. 

I would like to think we could get 
agreement the subsidy for every pas-
senger on every long-distance train 
Amtrak runs should not be $1 million 
per passenger. In fact, let’s say for the 
sake of reasonable discussion we can at 
least—at least—agree the maximum 
subsidy should not be $1,000 for every 
single passenger. 

This is a basic question of fiscal re-
sponsibility. How big should that sub-
sidy be? 

Well, let’s look at, first, how big the 
subsidy is today. There are 15 long-dis-
tance routes. Mr. President, 15 percent 
of Amtrak ridership consumes 43 per-
cent of the total Amtrak budget. That 
is well in excess of $1 billion. The rev-
enue generated? Less than $400 million. 
By the Commerce Committee esti-
mates, that means there is as much as 
$900 million in losses—losses—for these 
15 routes. The average per-passenger 
subsidy is in excess of $200 for everyone 
riding these trains. Now, I say ‘‘as 
much as $900 million’’ because no one 
knows how much is being lost today. 

We have heard about all the fiscal re-
forms in this package, and we hope 
they better enable us to understand 
how much money Amtrak is losing, but 
the last time any clear audit was done 
on these long-distance trains was in 
2004 by the Inspector General. Let’s 
look at what the Inspector General 
audit found in 2004. 

At that time, the losses were $475 
million. They have only gone up since 
then. On the 15 routes, of course, the 
losses vary. On some routes they are 
higher than others. I think the lowest 
was for the Auto Train that runs from 
Orlando to Washington, DC. The sub-
sidy per passenger was about $26. Given 
the importance many place on having a 
national system, and recognizing we 
provide different types of subsidies to 
aviation service, and even to our high-
ways in different ways—mass transit as 
well—a subsidy level of $15 or $20 or $25 
may well be justified. But that is the 

lowest subsidy level on any of the 
routes. The highest subsidy levels? In 
some cases, the Sunset Limited, at $286 
per passenger; the Southwest Chief, at 
$198 for every passenger running on 
that train; the California Zephyr, at 
$140 per passenger. 

Where are we going to draw the line? 
Perhaps those who will support any of 
these long-distance trains no matter 
how much they are losing can stand up 
and say: Well, look, the good news is it 
is not $1 million per passenger. That is 
not good enough. It certainly is not 
good enough when we are taxing work-
ing families across America to provide 
these subsidies. 

It begs the question whether you 
could buy airline tickets for the 
amount that gets lost on any one of 
these routes. I think in many cases you 
could pay the airfare. I had my staff 
look today at what they might pay for 
an air ticket for the route of the Cali-
fornia Zephyr. It certainly is lower 
than the cost of the train ticket. It is 
even lower than the cost of the sub-
sidy. As compared to the Southwest 
Chief, the air ticket is lower than the 
cost of the train service and even lower 
than the subsidy—the cost to taxpayers 
for every passenger running on this 
system—and so on down the line. 

Now, I understand Amtrak has im-
provements they wish to make, that 
this bill has budget reforms and audit-
ing reforms and costs management re-
forms that hopefully will improve 
these numbers. But we have to draw 
the line somewhere. All my amend-
ment says is: draw the line at $200—$200 
per passenger—on any given train 
route. Next year, we lower that to $175; 
in the third year of the bill, $150. I 
think if you ask any American: 
‘‘Should we provide a subsidy of $150 
per passenger,’’ they would say: Of 
course not. That is ridiculous. 

We all feel there is some real value in 
train service, that Amtrak has great 
potential—a potential to be more suc-
cessful, more financially successful, 
and to attract a different ridership. 
This amendment would not affect any 
of the corridor routes that serve the 
southern part of the country, the cen-
tral part of the country, the west coast 
of the country, the Northeast part of 
the country. It would not affect any of 
those corridor routes. The corridor 
service is 46 percent of the ridership in 
the country. This amendment would 
not affect the Northeast corridor. That 
is nearly 40 percent of the ridership in 
the country. 

So the vast majority of people who 
enjoy or depend on service through 
Amtrak would not be affected. In fact, 
the vast majority of the riders on the 
long-distance routes would not be af-
fected because today, at least accord-
ing to the Inspector General’s audit, 
there is only one route that is in excess 
of the $200 subsidy level. There are only 
two that are in excess of the $175 level. 

So if there is a real belief this bill is 
going to address these concerns and 
this problem, even the strongest sup-
porters of long-distance service should 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:37 Nov 30, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\CRONLINE\2007BA~1\2007NE~2\S25OC7.REC S25OC7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES13408 October 25, 2007 
be willing to support this amendment 
because, if nothing else, it will provide 
a real incentive, an honest incentive, 
to improve the performance of these 
routes. 

You would like to think it can be 
done. I would like to think it is not im-
possible to run these routes without 
losing $150 and $200 per passenger. 
Maybe it is not. But if it is not pos-
sible, the American people should be 
told it is not possible today—not in 3 
years or 5 years or 10 years. 

All the amendment would do is ask 
for some basic level of fiscal responsi-
bility, to set some threshold as to the 
amount we are not willing to spend on 
these per-passenger subsidies. I hope 
those who feel most strongly about 
this legislation and about Amtrak can 
recognize this can only provide incen-
tives for their performance, improve-
ments they argue they want so very 
much. I encourage my colleagues to 
vote for the amendment, for no other 
reason than because I think it is pretty 
hard to defend a vote against it when 
we have families across America who 
are working hard, paying taxes every 
day, who could certainly use the $200 in 
subsidy per passenger, or the $150, or 
the $100, to spend themselves. Those 
are taxes we don’t need to collect if we 
are not running these routes at such 
incredible losses. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. President, I reserve the remain-

der of the time we control. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, would 

the Senator yield 3 minutes to me? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am pleased to 

yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. I appreciate the cour-
tesy. 

Mr. President, how could something 
so wrong sound so good? Well, the an-
swer is the label doesn’t describe the 
problem. This label says it is going to 
be fine, but the product says: Let’s get 
rid of rail passenger service in this 
country, except for Boston to Florida, 
the eastern corridor. 

Let me describe it in the context of 
the Empire Builder, a wonderful train 
that goes up through my part of the 
country. One hundred thousand North 
Dakotans rode the Empire Builder last 
year. That train has a great history, it 
has a past, and it also has a great fu-
ture in my judgment. 

But there are those who come to this 
Chamber time after time after time 
and want to get rid of long-distance 
train service in this country. Why? Be-
cause they believe the country is 
crowded on the east coast and they 
ought to have good train service on the 
east coast and the rest of it doesn’t 
quite match up. Look: Every country 
in the world virtually that has rail 
service, rail passenger service, has 
some subsidy for it. We subsidize most 
transportation services in this country. 
I don’t have a problem with doing that. 

I think a national rail passenger sys-
tem contributes to this country in a 

very significant way. Somehow, to sug-
gest that our rail passenger system in 
the future should look like this: You 
have rail passenger opportunities from 
Boston down to Florida on the east 
coast, and the rest of it, you know, you 
don’t need it—to suggest that is to ig-
nore a significant part of this country. 

I support Amtrak. Can it work bet-
ter? Sure. My colleagues, Senator LAU-
TENBERG and Senator LOTT, have been 
great stewards in trying to put to-
gether legislation that accomplishes 
that. But I would say this: I think this 
country is strengthened and is a better 
country and has a transportation sys-
tem that is a better system because we 
have a national rail passenger system. 

This is not a new amendment, I say 
to my colleagues. We have had this 
amendment around before. It has had 
different titles, but it is an amendment 
that says: Let’s get rid of long-distance 
train service because there are people 
who have never liked Amtrak very 
much. Well, people probably will want 
to have train service, passenger rail 
service from Boston to Florida forever 
because that income stream of the 
large population center sustains it. The 
question is: should we have a national 
rail passenger system? Our country 
long ago answered that question and 
said: Yes, we should. That is why we 
have a national system. 

My colleague says: Well, there 
wouldn’t be much consequence if we 
pass this amendment. Oh, yes, there 
would. Most of the long-distance rail 
system would cease to exist. That is 
what this product is. It doesn’t say 
that on the label, but that is what the 
product is. I don’t disparage my col-
league for suggesting it. We come from 
different parts of the country. He ap-
parently believes that only the eastern 
corridor should end up with a rail pas-
senger system. I think it enriches our 
country, across the country from East 
to West to have a national rail pas-
senger system that works well. It 
works well for my State. One hundred 
thousand people a year board that Am-
trak system. They like that service. I 
hope the Senate will decide to weigh 
in, in opposition to this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, do I 

control the time on our side, or do I 
need to request the time to be yielded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator controls the time on his side. 

Mr. SUNUNU. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 461⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

First, for any Senator who stands up 
and states that I believe there should 
only be service in the Northeast is 
wrong. It is wrong in substance, and I 
think it is wrong in the spirit of the de-
bate on this floor because I certainly 
never suggested that. In fact, I sug-
gested the opposite: No. 1, that this 

amendment doesn’t affect the corridor 
services on the gulf coast, on the west 
coast, in the Northwestern part of the 
United States in any way, shape, or 
form; No. 2, that this only affects long- 
distance lines that lose more than $200 
per passenger; and No. 3, that the goal 
of having a national service is a good 
one, provided that the level of cost and 
subsidy can be maintained. 

The suggestion was made earlier that 
I want to get rid of long-distance 
trains. Again, no—only those losing 
more than $200 per passenger. In fact, 
to the point of the line that was men-
tioned previously in debate, the Empire 
Builder; according to the statistics of 
the Inspector General’s review in 2004, 
it wouldn’t be affected by this amend-
ment either. The Empire Builder lost 
$94 per passenger in 2004. I hope the 
performance has been improved a little 
bit since then, but even if it hasn’t, 
even if this is one part of our economy 
that has seen no improvements in pro-
ductivity since 2004, no reduction in 
costs since 2004, no improvements in 
marketing and ridership since 2004, the 
Empire Builder wouldn’t be affected 
because it lost less than $200 per pas-
senger. In fact, the Empire Builder 
wouldn’t be affected in the year 2009, 
when that subsidy threshold drops to 
$175. It wouldn’t be affected in 2010, 2011 
or 2012, because over the 5-year period, 
we only bring the cap down to $100, and 
the Empire Builder would still be 
below that figure in what it loses per 
passenger. In fact, in addition to the 
Auto Train, which I mentioned earlier, 
the Coast Starlite, the City of New Or-
leans, the Silver Service, all of those 
cost taxpayers less than $100 per pas-
senger. 

Now, is a subsidy of $80 or $90 per pas-
senger; a loss of $80 or $90 per pas-
senger; good? Is it that easy to justify 
to a family as they pay their taxes on 
April 15? I would be hard-pressed to 
justify that to people in my State of 
New Hampshire. But regardless, those 
routes are unaffected by this amend-
ment. In fact, there are many others— 
several others—whose cost per pas-
senger is in the range of $100 to $125, 
according to the Inspector General’s 
report in 2004. I would hope and I would 
think they can improve performance 
by the 10 percent or 12 percent or 15 
percent necessary to get below that 
$100 cost per passenger as well. Maybe 
they can’t. We can’t forecast the fu-
ture. But I think we can set an honest 
and a reasonable limit on what sub-
sidies we are willing to provide. 

Again, I can’t state it plainly 
enough. This amendment doesn’t affect 
85 percent of the routes and ridership 
of Amtrak, the people who ride from 
all over the country—North, South, 
East, and West. It doesn’t affect any of 
those long-distance routes, and there 
are probably close to half of them that 
have a subsidy level of less than $100 
today. For any of those that meet the 
performance benchmarks, they would 
be unaffected as well. I hope my col-
leagues can support the amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 

would be interested in speaking on be-
half of the Sununu amendment. I don’t 
know what the alternating agreement 
is. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I yield 
time to the Senator from Alabama, 
whatever time he needs to consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I will 
be brief. Amtrak does go through my 
home State, and I have been interested 
in the impact of not having support for 
that periodic travel through our State 
that the system does and how much it 
costs and what the right public policy 
should be and how we should think 
about it. I would note Amtrak operates 
44 routes over 220,000 miles of track, 
and 97 percent of those tracks are 
freight company tracks. But it runs a 
deficit each year, and we have to have 
Federal subsidies for it. 

The crux of the public policy issue 
that all of us, I think, should think 
about for the overall public policy—not 
for one or two little—not for a few peo-
ple in a vision for what we ought to do 
for the future but what is the truthful 
situation we are in. 

Kenneth Mead, the Department of 
Transportation inspector general, suc-
cinctly stated the situation this way: 

The mismatch between the public re-
sources made available to fund inner city 
passenger rail service, the total cost to 
maintain the system that Amtrak continues 
to operate, and the proposals to restructure 
the system comprise dysfunction that must 
be resolved in the reauthorization process of 
the Nation’s inner city rail system. 

This proposed reauthorization would 
entail about a $2 billion-a-year subsidy 
for the next 6 years. Remember, the 
bill that was enacted in 1997 to reform 
and have accountability for Amtrak 
contemplated there would be no more 
subsidies in 2002. 

Now, Senator SUNUNU has studied 
this issue, and I believe we can rely on 
the things he is saying, fundamentally. 
It is important, and I am glad some-
body has committed the time and ef-
fort to point out some of the problems 
with going forward with business as 
usual. 

I am going to take a couple of min-
utes and share some thoughts. The 
train that goes through Alabama, Mo-
bile, AL, east and west, it comes up—I 
am not sure exactly what the situation 
is this year, but when I checked last 
year, the train went through 2 or 3 
days a week going east at 2 a.m. in the 
morning, and when it goes west, 2 or 3 
days a week, it was 3 a.m. in the morn-
ing. Now, that is not likely to attract 
a lot of customers. 

Let me show this chart and go 
through it. I believe we will come to 
understand that what we are talking 
about, I say to Senator SUNUNU, is try-
ing to do something that is basically 
impossible to do. It is not going to 
work. I wish we could. As we used to 

say in the country—I grew up on the 
railroad tracks. My daddy had a coun-
try store. There were three country 
stores and a railroad depot in our little 
community. The train went by, we had 
a passenger—I remember when we had 
a passenger train down there. There 
hasn’t been a passenger train on that 
road in 40 years. There is only one 
store left and no railroad depot. Times 
change. Things happen. 

Let’s look at this chart on what it 
would take from Birmingham to Wash-
ington, DC. Well, what are your op-
tions? If you go on a commercial air-
line—the one we checked here was a di-
rect flight from USAir last October—to 
Birmingham, there were seven direct 
flights to Washington, DC, from Bir-
mingham, AL, a day. If you take your 
personal vehicle, you can leave any-
time you want to leave. If you take the 
train, there is only one a day. That 
limits your options. People, when they 
are deciding how to make a trip, think 
about these things. 

What about how long does it take? 
The air time is 3 hours 12 minutes, the 
personal vehicle is 11 hours, approxi-
mately, and the train time is 18 hours. 

What about how many stops do you 
make? If you take an airline, it is one 
stop. It is a direct flight. 

What about your personal vehicles? 
Let’s assume you make four stops. But 
Amtrak is making 18 stops. It is not 
taking the shortest route. 

What about our cost? I was surprised 
at this when we looked at the numbers. 
The primary cost for a round trip air-
line ticket, as I said, as of last October, 
was about $328. We now think it is $350 
or $360, something around that price. 
That is what the commercial airline 
fare is. If you took your personal vehi-
cle, the cost for gasoline is $87. Gas is 
about $2.97 a gallon today. The Amtrak 
ticket is $206 round trip. 

I don’t know that this is an accurate 
figure for the food and board, but in 
the air you have no cost of food and a 
room is not needed. In a personal vehi-
cle, you can estimate one meal or two 
meals at $20. On Amtrak, the high cost 
of food and a sleeper car can put you 
well over $100—maybe even $200—as our 
figures show. On the commercial air-
line, the total cost for one way would 
be $160 to $175. A personal vehicle is 
less than that while the train is more 
than that. The train is going to be 
much more than that one way. 

So this is why people are not trav-
eling long distances on trains. It is not 
because they are not there. They are 
there. But you say: Well, what we need 
is Amtrak coming through Mobile at 5 
a.m., 7 a.m, or 8 a.m. Well, you cannot 
make that happen. To do that, we 
would have to double the number of 
trains or triple or quadruple them, and 
they will lose even more money. I wish 
it weren’t so. I wish we could make 
this system work, but certain long 
routes are not feasible. However, Con-
gress, being what it is, mandates it. We 
say you have to run these routes, and 
Amtrak runs up billions of dollars in 

debt trying to comply. If I could see us 
moving to a time when we would come 
close to making this feasible, I would 
be supportive. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
can I ask a moment of the Senator’s 
time without him losing his right to 
the floor? I have a unanimous consent 
request. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I am pleased to yield 
for that purpose. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
we are planning to hold the vote at 
12:15. I want other Members who are in-
terested to know that. 

I ask unanimous consent that at 12:15 
today the Senate proceed to vote in re-
lation to the Sununu amendment and 
the time until 12:15 be equally divided 
and all provisions under the previous 
order remain in effect. I assume Sen-
ator SUNUNU has agreed to this. 

Mr. SUNUNU. We have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, while 

I am not opposed and don’t think the 
proponents of the legislation have a 
bad intent, they have a vision for a na-
tional rail system, and they are willing 
to put billions of dollars into it. But I 
have never been able to lay my hand on 
a study that shows that a national rail 
system mandated by the government is 
feasible over long distances. Yet there 
was a study that showed, even in Eu-
rope, that train routes within certain 
ranges will work. I think the distance 
was approximately 200 to 300 miles. If 
it is much longer than that, people al-
most always choose to fly. If it is much 
shorter than that, they almost always 
choose to drive. Americans, more than 
anyone else in the world, have auto-
mobiles, and we choose to drive fre-
quently. It allows you to arrive when 
you want, carry things you want to 
carry, drive straight to where you in-
tend to go, and not have to wait in a 
station. And you don’t have this on 
time problem. Commercial airlines are 
on time about 80 percent of the time. 
Amtrak was only on time 66 percent of 
the time. That is another factor you 
have to think about if you are going to 
regularly use a long-distance train. 

In certain corridors, where the traffic 
is heavy, it works, and I am not dis-
puting that. I am not for shutting down 
a profitable route or even routes that 
are close to profitable, which we can 
justify subsidizing. But I think, in all 
honesty, that Senator SUNUNU has 
raised a legitimate point. How much 
can we support these routes that are 
losing money, are unlikely to ever 
make money, and are driving up a 
heavy cost that the whole Amtrak sys-
tem must carry in its effort to comply 
with congressional mandates? 

So if you could reduce some of these 
losses that are draining Amtrak’s abil-
ity to be effective and gave them some 
freedom to make business decisions 
rather than having their operations de-
termined by political decisions made 
by Congress, I think we would be better 
off. So after much thought and review, 
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I have concluded that this is a rational 
amendment. It is hard for me to see 
how it can be opposed. Therefore, I will 
support it. I thank the Senator for of-
fering it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 7 minutes 
to the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I used 
to serve on the Amtrak board of direc-
tors. We have a lot of trains running up 
and down the Northeast corridor. I 
have ridden on them since I was a little 
boy. The trains run about every hour. 
You can catch a train in Boston to 
come to DC pretty much every hour; 
between New York and DC, the fre-
quency is even more. They run from 5 
in the morning and go well into the 
night. 

The reason a lot of people don’t ride 
trains across the country is there are 
15 different long-distance trains, which 
only run 2 or 3 days in a lot of cases. It 
may come in at 1, 2 or 3 a.m. in the 
morning, and it is not very convenient. 
It is hard to build ridership. I agree 
with Senator SUNUNU. I am not inter-
ested in spending $200 or $150 per pas-
senger to subsidize long-distance 
trains. We don’t do it in the Northeast 
corridor. 

We have addressed this in a more 
thoughtful way, and I want to share 
that. I commend Senator LAUTENBERG 
and Senator LOTT and our staffs for 
working on it for years. The legislation 
calls for the Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration to actually study every year, 
for the next 3 years, five long-distance 
train routes to figure out why they lose 
money and what can we do to reduce 
the cost of the train routes. I think 
they will find this in places in the Mid-
west. These numbers are out of the 
Midwest. There is a lot of investment, 
particularly in the Illinois area. Rider-
ship is up on the Chicago-St Louis cor-
ridor in the last year. Ridership be-
tween Chicago and Carbondale is up 46 
percent. For the Chicago-Galesburg- 
Quincy route, ridership has increased 
33 percent. They have actually added 
frequency and provided better service 
and more on-time service, and they 
have worked with the freight railroads 
that control the tracks to get better 
support so that they let the passenger 
trains run on time. 

I think there is a better way to skin 
this cat than our friend, Senator 
SUNUNU, has proposed. I believe the an-
swer is in the legislation. If you look at 
the country as a whole, today we have 
probably over 50 percent of the popu-
lation living within 50 miles of one of 
our coasts. Think about that. What 
that means is we have these densely 
populated corridors up and down the 
east coast, the gulf coast, and on the 
west coast. They are perfectly suited 
for high-passenger corridor rail service. 

Think about the other places around 
the country, and there is an example of 
the St. Louis-to-Chicago route. That 
part of America is where densely popu-
lated corridors also exist. My suspicion 

is if we provide them the kind of serv-
ice we are providing on these coastal 
corridors, we would see the increase in 
ridership that we are seeing in Illinois 
and also in Missouri. 

Again, to my friends who want to 
make sure we take some affirmative 
action to provide better train service 
but reduce the kind of subsidies now 
being paid for folks riding trains that 
run every 2 or 3 days, coming through 
communities at all hours of the night, 
as well as the day, there is a smarter 
way to do this, and it is in the legisla-
tion. 

I encourage my colleagues to oppose 
this particular amendment, however 
well intended it is. I think there is a 
better way to get to the legitimate 
issue raised. It is the language Sen-
ators LOTT and LAUTENBERG and our 
staffs and I have crafted and included. 
The first year, we would take five long- 
distance train routes and scrub their 
performance and find out a smarter 
way to provide the service. The second 
year, we would do five more, and the 
third year, five more. So over 3 years 
we would scrub 15 of these. 

A lot of people are starting to ride 
trains who would not have thought 
about it before. That is because of con-
gestion on the roads and highways, in 
airports, bad pollution in the air, and 
our dependence on foreign oil. The pas-
senger rail service can address all those 
issues. Amtrak is not the whole an-
swer, but it begins to get at the an-
swer. 

The language in the underlying bill 
answers the question Senator SUNUNU 
raises. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the 
amendment and support for the under-
lying legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
we understand that Senator SUNUNU 
comes with a background in business 
and comprehension of what balance 
sheets and financial statements are 
like. We recognize that the State of 
New Hampshire does have some Am-
trak service. But the State of New 
Hampshire is also one of the bene-
ficiaries of something called Essential 
Air Service, where the country takes 
great pains to make certain that com-
munities are not so isolated that you 
have difficulty in traveling from there 
and to there. It costs the Federal Gov-
ernment about $50 million a year for 
Essential Air Service. We are all in the 
same boat. It is our country, these are 
our communities, and they have to be 
part of the functioning of our society. 

So when I look at the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from New 
Hampshire, this amendment would de-
stroy our national passenger rail sys-
tem. Based on 2007 data, the Sununu 
amendment would immediately cut 
passenger rail service to the entire 
Southwestern United States. Four of 
Amtrak’s longest train routes would be 
gone. It is easy to see on this chart the 
lines that crisscross our country. You 
are saying that almost everything, in 

about a 5-year period, would be pretty 
much not in existence. We start off 
with four of Amtrak’s longest train 
routes, most of them in the Southwest. 
Next year, five more trains would be 
eliminated, including the Silver Star, 
which is New York to Miami; Silver 
Meteor; the Cardinal; the Coast Star-
light, Seattle, WA, to L.A., CA; and the 
Lakeshore Limited, Chicago to New 
York. These comprise something over a 
million travelers a year. Within 5 
years—likely sooner—the entire na-
tional network of long-distance trains 
would be gone because corporate over-
head costs would be shared among the 
remaining routes, increasing their 
costs. 

These long-distance trains provide 
essential transportation services to 
millions of Americans, and their rider-
ship and revenue has been growing. 

Last year, ridership increased on Am-
trak’s long-distance trains 2.5 percent 
and revenue went up 5 percent. For in-
stance, if we look at Amtrak’s Pal-
metto train, which is New York to 
Miami, its route extends south from 
the Northeast corridor and serves 
South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, 
North Carolina, and Virginia. It had 7.5 
percent more riders than the year be-
fore, a total of 157,000 riders. 

The States want Amtrak service, and 
they want to expand it as well. 

One Governor—I have a letter writ-
ten in 1996—wrote to Amtrak claiming: 

Many of us believe that Amtrak finances 
and operations are a matter for the Federal 
Government. The Federal Government cre-
ated Amtrak. 

This is the letter from the then-Gov-
ernor of Texas, George W. Bush, in 1996. 
He attributes responsibility to the Fed-
eral Government. 

To connect our rural areas with our 
urban commercial centers, the Federal 
Government subsidizes all modes of 
transportation. We have essential air 
service, which I mentioned. We have 
Federal subsidies for intercity bus 
transportation. And since the Federal 
Government took over passenger rail 
service, we have funded it as well. 

I wish to make note of the fact that 
despite the fact that our airlines are 
for-profit companies, we insist that we 
have to help them function and we give 
them about $3 billion a year in sub-
sidies. These are for-profit companies. 
We want them to keep flying. There 
has been about $20 billion put into the 
aviation system since 9/11. 

I remind our colleagues, there is no 
passenger rail service in the world that 
earns a profit. Countries pay for rail 
service because of the benefits, and if 
you eliminate these trains, it would 
mean millions of additional cars on the 
highways and even longer lines at the 
airport, adding to our country’s con-
gestion problems. 

In addition, terminating these routes 
destroys Amtrak’s interconnected sys-
tem, isolating different parts of the 
country from one another and reducing 
the utility and the value of all of Am-
trak’s services. 
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This bill, our bill, already cuts Am-

trak’s operating subsidy by 40 percent. 
And rather than micromanaging Am-
trak, our bill mandates that this per-
formance standard is the one the com-
pany must meet. We also require Am-
trak to tell us how they plan to meet 
this standard. They need to set up spe-
cific improvement goals and plans for 
each individual train route. If the plans 
are not followed or if they don’t work, 
funding for that train route can then 
be terminated. 

Senator LOTT and I, along with Sen-
ator CARPER and others, put a lot of 
thought into this bill. It will make 
major improvements to rail service in 
our country. The Sununu amendment 
does exactly the opposite. It will de-
stroy America’s national passenger rail 
network. Ironically, it won’t even save 
money because a sudden and massive 
reduction of trains that this amend-
ment would force would leave Amtrak 
with huge labor costs for displaced em-
ployees. 

This is not a new subject we are air-
ing today. In some ways, it would be 
nice to be able to agree with Senator 
SUNUNU on this issue and say, OK, it 
would be nice if they could pay their 
own way, but they can’t do it. When 
you are operating on schedules that, in 
many cases, pay lots of attention to 
the key peak work hours and then 
don’t have the traffic after that—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. How much time 
do we have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. None. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is good. We 

have no time left. We had, I thought, a 
minute or two before the vote. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, is it 
true that I have plenty of time left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It de-
pends on the Senator’s definition of 
‘‘plenty.’’ The Senator from New 
Hampshire has 11 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SUNUNU. In New Hampshire, 11 
minutes is plenty of time. I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from New Jer-
sey to finish his remarks. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator. May I take that at the end of the 
Senator’s presentation? 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I wasn’t 
aware this was a negotiation as op-
posed to an act of solidarity with my 
colleague on the other side of the aisle. 
I will be happy to reserve Senator LAU-
TENBERG’s two minutes for the end. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am touched by 
the generosity of the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we reserve two 
minutes on each side for the end of this 
debate. I have a couple of minutes of 
comments, and then if there are speak-
ers on the other side, we may still have 
another couple of minutes to yield to 
them as well. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am concerned, 
Senator LOTT wanted to say a couple of 
words. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Excellent. I will be 
happy to reserve those two minutes for 
the other side. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is a satis-
factory arrangement, and I consider it 
to be very fair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, let me 
use my portion of time to conclude my 
remarks. I wish to address some of the 
points Senator LAUTENBERG made in 
his presentation. 

First, it was suggested that under 
2007 data, four routes would have to be 
shut down if my amendment were made 
the law of the land. I find that sur-
prising and maybe a little problematic 
for a couple of reasons. First, I am not 
aware of any Inspector General audit 
that was done for 2007, which would be 
required under the amendment. The 
only IG audit of which I am aware, the 
most recent one, was in 2004, and that 
indicated only one route did not meet 
this threshold. So, first, I don’t think 
there is any data to make that asser-
tion that four routes would be closed. 

Second, if that were the fact today, 
that means the situation has gotten 
worse over the last three years; that it 
has gotten worse and that the costs are 
trending in the wrong direction, and 
that is something about which we 
should all be concerned and, in fact, 
alarmed. 

Third, it was suggested that closing 
four routes, if that were the case, 
would be a sudden and massive reduc-
tion in the capacity of the system. In 
fact, even if four routes were affected, 
we are talking about 1 to 2 percent of 
ridership. 

The phrase ‘‘making people pay their 
own way’’ was also used. It does noth-
ing of the sort. As I indicated, I think 
there is an opportunity for providing 
some support or subsidy level, cer-
tainly in the medium term. This would 
by no means require anyone to pay 
their own way because it would still 
allow in the first year subsidies up to 
$200 per passenger and in the second 
year subsidies up to $175 per passenger. 
Only in Washington would a $200 sub-
sidy be called ‘‘paying your own way.’’ 
That is just not right. 

Finally, it was suggested that closing 
one of these routes would isolate parts 
of America. I think the idea that elimi-
nating a long-distance train would iso-
late people in America in this day and 
age, given all the ways we have to trav-
el, to communicate, and to reach out 
to one another, is ridiculous. 

This is a common-sense amendment. 
This is not the grim reaper for national 
train service. This amendment only 
says if a route is losing more than $200 
per passenger, we should not continue 
to operate that service. I suppose it is 
a little bit like hitting yourself in the 
head with a hammer: Maybe once you 
really get going, you are reluctant to 
stop because you think the next time 
you hit yourself in the head it might 
not feel quite as bad. At a certain 
point, we need to draw the line. I think 

$200 per passenger is a pretty reason-
able line to draw. I encourage my col-
leagues to support the amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. I 
am happy to yield Senator LOTT 2 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is yielding 
me 2 minutes out of the time of the 
proponents of the amendment? I don’t 
want to mislead anybody here. 

Mr. SUNUNU. As the Senator may 
not be aware, we have a unanimous 
consent agreement, and having con-
sumed all the time on the opponents’ 
side, I offered to share an additional 2 
minutes so that Senator LOTT can con-
clude his remarks. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, that is typ-
ical generosity of the Senator from 
New Hampshire. He is engaged, think-
ing about this issue and trying to do 
the right thing. 

I also think this is a classic chicken- 
and-egg deal. We tell Amtrak we want 
them to do better, but yet we don’t 
offer any reforms, challenges, respon-
sibilities to do better. We throw rocks 
and say: Why aren’t you providing bet-
ter service at cheaper rates? 

I think you need a plan to move to-
ward actually what the Senator from 
New Hampshire is trying to achieve. 
The bill before us, S. 294, already re-
quires Amtrak to reduce its total Fed-
eral operating subsidy by 40 percent 
over the life of the bill. The bill gives 
Amtrak management the flexibility to 
achieve this goal through cost savings, 
route changes, revenue growth, or ex-
panded service rather than through 
mandated route cuts. Additionally, the 
bill requires improvement plans for 
each long-distance route that will 
focus on strategies to increase reve-
nues, ridership, efficiencies, and serv-
ice quality. These plans must be imple-
mented and achieved in order for them 
to continue to get Federal routes. 

I think some of these routes are 
going to eventually need to be termi-
nated, but if we do what this amend-
ment would do, it would basically, cold 
turkey, start eliminating routes very 
soon, including, to be perfectly honest, 
the Crescent, which is the train that 
comes down through the heart of the 
South, through Meridian, MS, Hatties-
burg, down to New Orleans. We need 
that service. 

Also, this would force cuts at a time 
when we need more rail service, not 
less. We have ever-increasing air and 
highway congestion and environmental 
concerns. The Federal Government pro-
vides operating subsidies in all these 
other areas, but we are saying we want 
to terminate these long-distance 
routes. If we want a national rail pas-
senger system, we are going to have to 
keep some of these routes going at 
least until we make an effort to make 
them more cost efficient. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from New Hampshire. 
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Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, we are 

approaching 12:15, which is the time for 
the vote. I wish to conclude first by re-
sponding to some of the remarks and 
the observations made by the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

First, there was mention of the Cres-
cent, which is one of the 15 long-dis-
tance trains. Under the 2004 Inspector 
General’s audit, the Crescent lost $114 
per passenger in coach class. At that 
rate, they would not be affected in 2008 
by this amendment. They would not be 
affected in 2009 by this amendment, or 
2010 or 2011. They might be affected in 
2012 if they have failed to improve any 
performance on the basis of cost over a 
4-year period. I don’t think that is Dra-
conian. I don’t think that is too much 
to ask. I hope the Senator from Mis-
sissippi and others will support that 
kind of improvement in performance, 
and I think it can be achieved. 

To that point, the Senator from Mis-
sissippi said: We need to do better; we 
need to have a plan for doing better. 
From what I have heard, he and many 
others believe this bill is the plan to do 
better, and I think in many parts it is 
a plan to do better. I support that con-
cept. I support a blueprint for improv-
ing financial reporting, standards of 
accounting, and cost performance. 

What my amendment simply does is 
tell people honestly and directly: How 
much better do we expect you to do? 
What is the minimum we expect you to 
do? We expect ridership or routes not 
to lose $1 million per passenger, or 
$500,000, or $1,000, or $500 per passenger, 
and I think it is reasonable to say we 
expect you not to lose $200 per pas-
senger. That is what we are asking. 
That is how much better we expect you 
to be for only those routes which are 
not meeting that standard today. 

It is a reasonable standard. It is an 
understandable standard. Under the 
2004 data, it would affect one of the 15 
routes. It might affect more than one. 
It might affect two or three more 
routes 2 or 3 years from now if they 
have failed to improve. But when we 
are asking families across America to 
fill out their tax forms every April 15 
to provide resources to our country to 
fulfill important obligations, I don’t 
think we should be asking those fami-
lies to subsidize passengers on Amtrak 
at $200 per person. 

It is reasonable, and I hope my col-
leagues will support a commonsense 
amendment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to the Sununu amendment, No. 
3453. 

Mr. SUNUNU. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from New York (Mrs. CLIN-

TON), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), 
and the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
OBAMA) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) would vote 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 28, 
nays 66, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 395 Leg.] 
YEAS—28 

Alexander 
Allard 
Barrasso 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 

DeMint 
Dole 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Gregg 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Martinez 

McConnell 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Sununu 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 

NAYS—66 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Feingold 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCaskill 
Menendez 

Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Tester 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—6 

Clinton 
Dodd 

Feinstein 
Kennedy 

McCain 
Obama 

The amendment (No. 3453) was re-
jected. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I recog-
nize I did not prevail in that amend-
ment, but I appreciate that debate and 
the managers allowing me time on the 
debate. I do have another amendment. 
I told them I would try to move my 
amendments, so I have another amend-
ment I wish to offer. 

Mr. President, what is the pending 
business? 

AMENDMENT NO. 3454 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business is the Lautenberg for 
Carper second-degree amendment. 

Mr. SUNUNU. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this 

moment there is not a sufficient sec-
ond. 

Mr. SUNUNU. I ask for the yeas and 
nays, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment I send to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

I ask unanimous consent the pending 
amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. President, I think the bill man-

ager does not have a copy. It was such 
a short amendment, I sort of assumed 
that multiple copies were made. If I 
can ask unanimous consent to speak on 
the topic of the amendment, to provide 
a little background. 

Mr. BYRD. Would the Senator inform 
the Senate as to what the subject of his 
amendment is? 

Mr. SUNUNU. I would be pleased to 
describe the amendment prior to it 
being offered. 

Mr. President, this is one of the two 
amendments I filed in committee, but 
did not offer on the bill, because I 
wanted to allow a vote and debate on 
the floor rather than delay us unneces-
sarily in committee. 

This is an amendment that addresses 
the question of competing on different 
routes within the Amtrak system. 
Under this legislation that is before us 
today, there is an allowance to have 
two routes competitively bid each 
year. 

The managers think that is a good 
idea. I think that is a good idea. But I 
do not see why there needs to be a legal 
restriction on the number of routes 
that could be bid or sent out to bid 
under competition. This does not man-
date that bids be put out to competi-
tion, but it certainly would allow that. 

That is what my amendment is in-
tended to do. At this time, I yield to 
wait for the copies to be distributed in 
a timely way. 

Mr. President, at this time I believe 
copies have been distributed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3456 
(Purpose: To remove the limitation on the 

number of Amtrak routes available for 
competitive bid) 
Mr. President, I send an amendment 

to the desk, ask unanimous consent 
that any pending amendment be set 
aside, and ask for the immediate con-
sideration of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
SUNUNU] proposes an amendment numbered 
3456. 
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Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, the Senator has an amendment? 

Mr. SUNUNU. I do. 
Mr. BYRD. Does he wish to have it 

read? 
Mr. SUNUNU. I have submitted the 

amendment to the bill manager and to 
the clerk and asked that it be consid-
ered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk has reported the amendment by 
number. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the clerk read the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 35, strike line 1 and all that fol-

lows through ‘‘(A)’’ on line 4 and insert the 
following: 

‘‘(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—Pursuant to any 
rules or regulations promulgated under sub-
section (a) 

On page 35, strike 11 through 16. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I apolo-
gize again to the bill manager for not 
having a copy for him. 

As was clear from the reading of the 
amendment, if nothing else was clear, 
it is a brief amendment. It strikes the 
line of the bill that would have placed 
a limit on the number of routes that 
could be allowed for a competitive bid. 

That means it allows for an operator 
to offer to run that route at an effec-
tive cost with particular service goals 
in mind in order to provide service at 
or above the current quality of service 
at a lower cost. I think it would be a 
mistake to place an arbitrary restric-
tion on the number of routes that 
could be competitively bid. 

Certainly decisions about putting 
routes out to bid, or which routes are 
put out to bid, how they are done, 
would still be in the hands of the man-
agement team at Amtrak. I think that 
is as it should be. I appreciate the op-
portunity to offer the amendment. I 
ask that my colleagues support it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

we look forward to a full discussion of 
this amendment. We do provide in the 
bill an opportunity for a competitive 
review on two lines. 

Whether it should be expanded is 
something we will want to talk about. 
We think that two lines each and every 
year can be competed for and reviewed 
by Amtrak. We have to examine it 
here. But our inclination is to oppose 
this. But we will have a discussion 
about it at such a time as we go to a 
vote. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Sununu amendment No. 3456. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3455 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment and call up 
amendment 3455, the Allard amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] 
proposes an amendment numbered 3455. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To strike the provisions repealing 

Amtrak’s self-sufficiency requirements) 

Strike subsection (a) of section 219. 

Mr. ALLARD. My amendment is very 
straightforward. Right now there is a 
provision in law saying that Amtrak is 
supposed to be financially self-suffi-
cient. To be clear, the provision does 
not even apply to Amtrak as a whole. 
It only requires Amtrak to be oper-
ationally self-sufficient, presuming, of 
course, that the Federal Government 
will continue to provide capital sub-
sidies. 

I was surprised and even disheartened 
to learn that S. 294 would repeal this 
provision in law requiring Amtrak to 
become operationally self-sufficient. I 
strongly believe that this goal should 
be maintained. 

My amendment would strike the pro-
vision in the bill that repeals the self- 
sufficiency goal. 

I am quite puzzled that the Com-
merce Committee report noted: 

This repeal is technical in nature and not 
meant to indicate that Amtrak should not 
strive to reduce its dependency on Federal 
funds or improve the efficiency of how it 
spends Federal funds as elaborated through 
this bill. 

This statement makes no sense. If we 
repeal a provision calling on Amtrak to 
become self-sufficient, we are saying 
they have no need to reduce their de-
pendency on the taxpayers. There is no 
other way to interpret it. We need to 
be crystal clear that we expect them to 
reduce their dependency on Federal 
funds, and the only way to do it is to 
maintain this provision in current law. 

To be clear, even with the provision 
in law, Amtrak has made little 
progress toward becoming operation-
ally self-sufficient. According to the 
Department of Transportation Office of 
Inspector General, Amtrak continues 
to incur substantial operating losses, 
and over the last 5 years, annual cash 
losses, excluding interest and deprecia-
tion, have fallen only modestly, a little 
more than 3 percent a year. But modest 
progress is not a reason to eliminate 
the operational self-sufficiency provi-

sions. Failure to meet a goal is not rea-
son to lower the bar sufficiently to re-
define success. Rather, it simply means 
that more work must go toward meet-
ing their original goal. 

The Office of Inspector General went 
on to say: 

The problem with the current model exists 
beyond funding. There are inadequate incen-
tives for Amtrak to provide cost-effective 
service. Amtrak, as the sole provider of 
intercity passenger rail service, has few in-
centives, other than the threat of budget 
cuts or elimination, for cost control or deliv-
ery of service in a cost-effective way. Am-
trak has not achieved significant cost sav-
ings since its last reauthorization. 

That is what the Inspector General 
had to say in his report. The question 
I have is, given that we have so few in-
centives for cost controls, why would 
we eliminate one of the few provisions 
in law calling on Amtrak to control 
their costs? While passenger rail has a 
role in an efficient, modern transpor-
tation infrastructure, I am concerned 
about how Amtrak has performed in 
providing that service. As my col-
leagues may know, I am a strong pro-
ponent of results and outcomes. Am-
trak and other government-funded en-
tities should not be judged based on 
how much they receive in Federal fund-
ing but the results they can dem-
onstrate with those taxpayer dollars or 
the fees they charge passengers who 
ride their trains. In the case of Am-
trak, I am afraid these results are not 
very impressive. In the administra-
tion’s PART assessment, their tool for 
evaluating the effectiveness of pro-
grams, Amtrak was rated as ineffec-
tive. In fact, it was the only program 
in the entire Department of Transpor-
tation to receive an ‘‘ineffective’’ rat-
ing. 

I want to be clear on what this rating 
means. From the administration’s de-
scription ineffective, programs receiv-
ing this rating are not using taxpayer 
dollars effectively or the fees they are 
charging the passengers to use their 
services. That seems pretty clear to 
me, and I hope Members of this body 
will agree with me on that fact. If Am-
trak is not being effective with the 
money they spend, it would make sense 
to reduce the money we spend there. 
Instead, we are talking about increas-
ing their subsidies and eliminating pro-
visions calling on Amtrak to be more 
careful in how they spend tax dollars. 
Again, that makes no sense. Right now 
Amtrak’s Federal subsidy is nearly 
equal to its total ticket revenue per 
year. To put it a different way, for 
every dollar spent on a ticket, the rail 
passenger receives another dollar from 
the taxpayers. 

Given the subsidies on some routes, 
taxpayers would save money by actu-
ally paying passengers to take another 
mode of transportation such as flying. 
Calling on Amtrak to become oper-
ationally self-sufficient is not about 
being antirail. It is about being for tax-
payers and for those riders who use 
that service to hold down their costs. 
It is for efficiency and for common 
sense. 
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Even if Amtrak were to become oper-

ationally self-sufficient, it would con-
tinue to receive sufficient Federal sub-
sidies under my amendment. According 
to the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation, Amtrak is by far the most 
heavily subsidized mode of travel in 
the United States, even though it car-
ries less than 1 percent of the intercity 
passenger market. Amtrak costs $210.31 
per passenger, per thousand miles, 
compared to $4.66 for intercity buses 
and $6.18 for commercial airlines. Be-
cause motorists pay far more in Fed-
eral user fees than they get back in 
Federal transportation spending, the 
U.S. Department of Transportation es-
timates that the Federal Government 
earns a profit of $1.79 per passenger, per 
thousand miles from automobiles. 

This bill proposes to spend $11.3 bil-
lion on Amtrak. It is entirely reason-
able for Congress and the American 
taxpayer and their passengers to tell 
Amtrak that they should work to re-
duce those subsidies. If we are too 
timid to even tell Amtrak to reduce 
their need for operational subsidies— 
remember, this is operational sub-
sidies, not capital investment—how 
can we expect that they will ever do it? 
Many of us are parents and have 
worked to raise our children to become 
independent, self-sufficient people. 
When my daughters graduated from 
college, my wife and I expected them 
to get jobs to support themselves. If we 
had simply paid their rent, bought 
their groceries, paid their utilities, and 
given them spending money without 
any conditions or expectations of inde-
pendence, why would they want to 
work and make the tough choices nec-
essary for change? It is the same with 
Amtrak. Unless we are clear that we 
expect them to change and become 
operationally independent of the Fed-
eral Government, things will never 
change. 

It is critical that we keep this goal in 
place for Amtrak. They must hear 
loudly and clearly from Congress and 
from America that they need to make 
the tough choices necessary to get out 
on their own. My amendment will en-
sure they hear this message. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

MCCASKILL). The Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, would 
the Senator read his amendment again, 
please, for the edification of the Sen-
ate. 

Mr. ALLARD. My amendment is ac-
tually very simple. I will ask the clerk 
to read the amendment, if she will. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Strike subsection (a) section 219. 

Mr. ALLARD. If I may address the 
Senator through the Chair. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, please. 
Mr. ALLARD. The section I am re-

pealing puts in some guidelines, and it 
is not date specific but it says that the 

goal of Amtrak should be to become 
self-sufficient; in other words, work to-
ward less subsidies from the Federal 
Government. For some reason or other 
that was taken out by the committee 
staff. It is appropriate we continue to 
keep that in law instead of repealing it. 
Since they are not driven by competi-
tiveness within the fixed rail system, I 
encourage them to note that the Con-
gress expects them to work for effi-
ciency and to repeal it. I recall in Bos-
ton, for example, we had a situation 
where Amtrak runs through Boston 
and is part of their mass transit sys-
tem. So a committee chair looked at a 
contract they let out for the Boston 
fixed rail. It was the most expensive 
contract, providing the least service to 
the passengers. This kind of provision 
is an incentive. It gives Members of 
Congress a way of expressing to Am-
trak that we hope that they work for 
an efficient, effective system. I don’t 
think it is particularly Draconian; at 
least I do not view it that way. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-

dent, I have listened with interest to 
our colleague from Colorado. Since I 
have a son and two grandchildren who 
live in Colorado, they talk about how 
nice it would be for train service to run 
from Denver to Glenwood Springs and 
provide that kind of service. It would 
ease up the traffic on the highways in 
Colorado, Route 70, and others. 

It would be nice if it was possible to 
reduce the subsidies, but the problem 
is, the world has proven in country 
after country that you cannot operate 
passenger rail service at a profit. You 
cannot carry the obligations that are 
required with a passenger rail system. 
My colleague will excuse me when I say 
this: It is kind of fallacious to even be-
lieve that it is possible. We tried it. 

In 1997, our reauthorization bill said 
we should try to eliminate subsidies. 
We couldn’t eliminate them. But I will 
tell my colleagues what did happen. 
Ridership has gone way up. That 
proves one thing; that is, that the rail-
roads have to be there. We just had a 
vote on an amendment calling for the 
elimination of routes across the coun-
try which lost substantially. The fact 
is, the country desperately needs rail 
service. Our airlines are busy beyond 
capacity. Highways are busy beyond 
capacity. We are stuck in traffic all 
over. The railroad is finally beginning 
to find its way out. 

What we have in our bill, for the edi-
fication of our friend from Colorado, is 
a goal to reduce operating subsidies by 
40 percent in 6 years. That is a start. 

I urge my colleague to let this take 
place. Let it happen. Let’s see what 
goes on there. We have made all kinds 
of conditions of reform for the railroad, 
not ignoring the fact that there have 
been large subsidies but also recog-
nizing that passenger rail service re-
quires subsidy. 

In the UK, for example, the Govern-
ment decided to go private with its rail 

system. They found out that things de-
teriorated rapidly. They weren’t safe, 
and they weren’t efficient. We are now 
beginning to see that Amtrak is at-
tracting ridership as we have not seen 
it before, as 26 million people rode Am-
trak last year. But so many burdens 
were placed on Amtrak: insufficient 
funding for capital in the first place, 
substantial outstanding indebtedness. 

How did Amtrak get to be a national 
corporation? It got there in the early 
1970s because the private sector 
couldn’t handle it. There is no money 
to be made there, when you consider 
that freight railroads are making 
money and freight railroads often are 
an impediment to passenger rail serv-
ice operating efficiently. 

We are going through a review of 
what Amtrak ought to be. We know our 
equipment is not up to date. We know 
our trackage is not up to date. We 
know our signage is not up to date. 

I had the opportunity to ride in the 
engine of a train from Paris to Brussels 
going to a NATO meeting. We cruised 
along at 300 kilometers, 180 miles an 
hour, and rode 200 miles in an hour and 
20 minutes. It is that kind of service 
that could be offered if we could invest 
in bringing Amtrak up to date, and 
perhaps we could begin to see the re-
sults that would attract that kind of 
support. 

Revenue increases have been taking 
place, so we are on a good track to 
make Amtrak more efficient, less cost-
ly, and more conscious of their oper-
ating expenses. But we have to be able 
to continue in that vein. If we said we 
demand there be a point in time when 
there are no more subsidies, we would 
not be being realistic. It can happen. 

I hope if this comes to a vote, we will 
defeat it soundly. I think we have the 
votes to do that. I hope we can put this 
aside for now and give us a chance to 
go further on the debate and the review 
of the Amtrak bill as it is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I 
wish to respond for a moment, if I 
might, to clarify. No. 1, I am a strong 
proponent of fixed rail. As chairman of 
the Housing and Transportation Sub-
committee in Banking, I worked hard 
for mass transit and, obviously, fixed 
rail. So I agree that rail needs to be a 
vital part of our transportation sys-
tem. 

All this amendment does is put in 
law a goal we want self-sufficiency 
for—not capital investments. So as to 
the signage the Senator talks about, 
the rails on the ground that need to be 
laid, buying the new transportation, it 
does not apply to that. It applies to 
operational costs. It is not a hard line. 
We have been going for several years 
without meeting this goal. 

I think we have done some work in 
that direction, but as far as I am con-
cerned, the amount of efficiency has 
been pretty minimal. I think we can do 
more. Even if it is minimal, at least we 
can keep it in there so it continues to 
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encourage them to be more efficient 
and review processes and procedures 
they use in the operation of Amtrak. 
That is not capital investment. That is 
operational, things they can do to 
bring efficiency to their services, 
which I think is to the advantage of 
the rider, as well as to the taxpayers of 
this country. 

I wanted to clarify that for the Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Thank you, Madam President. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be allowed to 
speak as in morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(The remarks of Mr. BARRASSO per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2229 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

INTERNET TAX MORATORIUM 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, a large 

number of Senators of both parties are 
working in good faith to try to address 
this question of the Internet tax mora-
torium. I simply want to take a few 
minutes this afternoon to bring to 
light a new development in the discus-
sion that I hope all Senators will keep 
in mind. 

The Congressional Research Serv-
ice—our independent group that ana-
lyzes policy matters—informed me this 
morning that because the other body, 
the House of Representatives, changed 
the definitions in the current Internet 
tax moratorium, it would be possible, 
under the language that was adopted 
by the other body, to tax various Web 
services, such as e-mail. I know no 
Member of the Senate who wishes to 
see that happen. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent at this time to have printed in the 
RECORD the memorandum the lawyers 
at the Congressional Research Service 

sent me about the Internet tax morato-
rium. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 
Washington, DC, October 24, 2007. 

MEMORANDUM 

To: The Honorable Ron Wyden, Attention: 
Joshua Sheinkman. 

From: John R. Luckey, Legislative Attor-
ney, American Law Division. 

Subject: Internet Tax Moratorium. 
This memorandum is furnished in response 

to your request for an analysis of whether 
the definition of ‘‘internet access’’ in the 
Internet Tax Freedom Act Amendments 
(H.R. 3678) as passed by the House is more re-
strictive (would permit more activities to be 
taxed by the states) than that of the Internet 
Tax Moratorium which is set to expire on 
November 1, 2007. 

The expiring moratorium defines ‘‘Internet 
access’’ to mean: 
a service that enables users to access con-
tent, information, electronic mail, or other 
services offered over the Internet, and may 
also include access to proprietary content, 
information, and other services as part of a 
package of services offered to users. The 
term ‘Internet access’ does not include tele-
communications services, except to the ex-
tent such services are purchased, used, or 
sold by a provider of Internet access to pro-
vide Internet access. 

Exemption is provided for voice services 
over the Internet. 

H.R. 3678 would define ‘‘Internet access’’ as 
follows: 

The term ‘‘Internet Access’’— 
(A) means a service that enables users to 

connect to the Internet to access content, in-
formation, or other services offered over the 
Internet; 

(B) includes the purchase, use or sale of 
telecommunications by a provider of a serv-
ice described in subparagraph (A) to the ex-
tent such telecommunications are pur-
chased, used or sold (i) to provide such serv-
ice; or (ii) to otherwise enable users to access 
content, information or other services of-
fered over the Internet; 

(C) includes services that are incidental to 
the provision of the service described in sub-
paragraph (A) when furnished to users as 
part of such service, such as a home page, 
electronic mail and instant messaging (in-
cluding voice- and video-capable electronic 
mail and instant messaging), video clips, and 
personal electronic storage capacity; and 

(D) does not include voice, audio or video 
programming, or other products and services 
(except services described in subparagraph 
(A), (B), or (C)) that utilize Internet protocol 
or any successor protocol and for which 
there is a charge, regardless of whether such 
charge is separately stated or aggregated 
with the charge for services described in sub-
paragraph (A), (B), or (C). 

The language of H.R. 3678 would be more 
restrictive in at least two ways. First, the 
‘‘enables users to connect’’ language of para-
graph (A) would limit the moratorium to 
taxes upon the connection provider and serv-
ices they provide under (B) and (C). Thus, if 
an Internet user utilized one provider to con-
nect to the internet and another paid pro-
vider of, for instance, email services, the 
connection provider would be covered by the 
moratorium but not the paid email provider. 
Under the current moratorium, each would 
be covered. 

Second, the exemption of paragraph (D) 
would allow the taxation of many more prod-
ucts and services than the existing exemp-
tion under the current § 1108. 

We hope this information is responsive to 
your request. If you have further questions, 
please call. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, in ref-
erence to the language that came from 
the other body, which I am concerned 
about, the Congressional Research 
Service said: 

. . . if an Internet user utilized one pro-
vider to connect to the internet and another 
paid provider of, for instance, email services, 
the connection provider would be covered by 
the moratorium but not the paid email pro-
vider. Under the current moratorium, each 
would be covered. 

What that means is, if you are an 
American, for example, who gets your 
Internet access from Verizon, under 
the House language that would con-
tinue to be protected. But if you get 
your e-mail from, say, another pro-
vider—perhaps EarthLink or Google or 
Yahoo—under the language that was 
passed by the other body, that could be 
taxed, according to the Congressional 
Research Service. I do not think any 
Member of this body wants that to hap-
pen. 

Also, reading further from the Con-
gressional Research Service memo-
randum, they say it would also allow 
the taxation ‘‘of many more products 
and services than the existing exemp-
tion under the current moratorium.’’ 

The reason I wanted to bring this to 
light this afternoon is I know various 
proposals will be voted on next week. I 
will not be able to be here next week 
because of some very exciting news in 
our household, but I do want all Sen-
ators to be aware of what the Congres-
sional Research Service has said. We 
have had the Internet tax moratorium 
now for a decade. I wrote the original 
law with now-SEC Chairman Chris-
topher Cox, and it has worked well. 
The Internet has thrived and pros-
pered. It is, of course, a technology 
treasure trove that we use for business, 
health opportunities, education, and a 
vast array of services. 

We were told when the original pro-
posal came out that it would, for exam-
ple, be harmful to States, that they 
would lose revenue. That hasn’t been 
the case. The States have gained in 
revenue for something like 16 straight 
quarters. 

We heard it would be harmful to 
Main Street, to small businesses. That 
hasn’t been the case either. In fact, 
most small businesses now look to 
something called ‘‘Bricks and Clicks’’ 
where they have a physical presence 
and an Internet presence. 

We were also told it would be harm-
ful to malls, as if our original proposal 
would empty the malls. That hasn’t 
happened either. The moratorium has 
worked well, and I wish to make it per-
manent. 

Frankly, the thing I am most con-
cerned about this afternoon is the 
change in these definitions. The change 
in the definitions from the original 
moratorium, as outlined in this memo 
by the Congressional Research Service, 
ought to trouble every Senator as this 
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body considers the various alternatives 
that will be presented this upcoming 
week. I think the current definitions 
have served us well. They have allowed 
the net to thrive and prosper and they 
haven’t caused damage to the States or 
to small businesses on Main Street or 
to the shopping malls. I see no reason 
for changing those current definitions. 

I hope Senators will reflect on this 
language. Certainly it is going to be 
hard to explain to folks at home mak-
ing changes that would open up the 
prospect, as the Congressional Re-
search Service has said, for taxing e- 
mail. But an awful lot of Americans 
get their Internet access from one pro-
vider and they get their e-mail from 
somebody else. Given that, I wanted to 
make sure the Senate was aware of 
this, and that as the Senate considers 
this legislation, the issue of whether 
the moratorium should be made perma-
nent is important, but even more im-
portant is getting this question of the 
definitions of what is covered in the 
moratorium right, because I don’t be-
lieve any Senator wants to see happen 
what the Congressional Research Serv-
ice has indicated this morning could 
happen under the bill that was passed 
by the other body. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

note the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, we need 
to invest in America’s infrastructure. 
Today, America invests only three- 
tenths of 1 percent of our gross domes-
tic product in public buildings and 
roads and bridges, ports and railroads. 
This abysmal figure is the lowest rate 
in the recent history of public invest-
ments dating back to at least the 1960s, 
and maybe before that. In Minnesota 
earlier this year, we saw some of the 
tragic consequences of the failure to 
invest in America. 

I am glad to see the Sununu amend-
ment was not agreed to. That amend-
ment would have put a cap on our sub-
sidies that Amtrak can utilize on its 
routes. In truth, however, such an 
amendment would put an end to all of 
Amtrak’s long-distance trains within 5 
years. By eliminating all of these es-
sential rail services, the amendment 
would also lead to the slow but certain 
death of America’s regional service as 
well. 

The Nation receives extraordinary 
public benefits from mass transpor-
tation systems. They take thousands of 
cars off of our congested highways. 
They take tons of pollutants out of the 
air we breathe. They move people more 
efficiently into and out of our most 
congested areas. Such an amendment 

and the veto threat issued by the White 
House both are based on wrong assump-
tions—that we should be taking man-
agement flexibility and financial re-
sources away from Amtrak. We should 
be doing exactly the opposite. We need 
to invest in Amtrak, just as we need to 
invest in our bridges, buildings, ports, 
and other transit systems. 

Amtrak operates approximately 90 
trains daily in Maryland, mostly on 
the Amtrak-owned Northeast corridor, 
through Baltimore, Penn Station, and 
New Carrollton. In addition to the 
Northeast corridor service, including 
the Acela Express, Regional, and 
Metroliner trains, Amtrak operates 
five long-distance trains through Mary-
land, as well as two regional trains. 
More than 1.7 million passengers board 
and disembark in Maryland’s Amtrak 
stations every year. Those numbers are 
increasing. Amtrak’s fiscal 2007 rider-
ship topped 25.8 million. That is the 
fifth year in a row that Amtrak has 
seen a growth in passenger service. 

So our constituents want this serv-
ice. They need this service. It is in our 
national interest to promote a more ef-
ficient passenger rail system. It also 
set a record for the highest ridership 
that Amtrak has seen since the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation 
was enacted in 1971. 

Amtrak employs more than 2,500 
Marylanders, brings good jobs that 
range from corporate executives and 
accountants to trainmen and the men 
and women who operate and maintain 
the tracks. Amtrak operates weekday 
MARC commuter rail service on the 
Northeast corridor, including Wash-
ington, Baltimore, and Perryville, 
under a contract with the Maryland 
Transit Administration. It has a shared 
capital agreement with the State. Both 
Amtrak and the State of Maryland in-
vest jointly in the improvements. The 
joint benefit program included the in-
vestment of $28 million by the State in 
2006. 

Amtrak is part of the infrastructure 
backbone of Maryland. It carries mil-
lions of passengers, employs thousands 
of workers, and benefits all of us, both 
economically and environmentally. Let 
me underscore that. 

Transit service is important for qual-
ity of life, so people can get from one 
place to another. It is certainly a lot 
easier if you are trying to get from 
Baltimore to New York to get on a 
train. It takes you right to downtown 
New York. You don’t have to worry 
about going through the security of an 
airport. It is easier for people to use 
the rail service. But you are also help-
ing our environment. It is a friendlier 
way for our energy and dealing with 
the environmental risks of transpor-
tation today to our environment. I was 
at a hearing yesterday regarding global 
climate change. Rail service will help 
us in dealing with the challenges of our 
environment. So it is in our environ-
mental interest. 

It is also in our economic interest. It 
helps us to become more energy effi-

cient. We import too much oil. We are 
dependent upon countries with policies 
with which we disagree. Amtrak is part 
of the solution by improving rail serv-
ice in this country. So we will be help-
ing the security of America, the econ-
omy of America, and certainly the en-
vironmental issues as well. 

Mr. President, we need to rethink our 
approach to America’s critical infra-
structure. We need to reinvest in Am-
trak. It is an investment in America 
that is long overdue. I urge my col-
leagues to support the legislation. 

I thank the leadership in the Senate 
for bringing this issue forward. It will 
have my support. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from New Jersey is 
recognized. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong support of the Passenger 
Rail Improvement and Investment Act 
of 2007. I thank my distinguished senior 
colleague from New Jersey, Senator 
LAUTENBERG, who, not only in this leg-
islation but for some time, has been 
probably Amtrak’s strongest advocate. 
Beyond being an advocate for Amtrak, 
which certainly is worthy of it, it is 
the advocacy over the course of the 
years of millions of riders who depend 
upon Amtrak to send their sales force 
to work, to promote their products 
along Amtrak’s routes; those Ameri-
cans who use Amtrak to get to some of 
the Nation’s leading hospitals and re-
search centers to try to be cured; those 
individuals who come to visit, for ex-
ample, the Nation’s Capital and do so 
through Amtrak and the tourism that 
is spread throughout that process; 
those who do financial transactions in 
commerce and lawyers—a whole host 
and universe of America’s economy and 
people who use Amtrak to ultimately 
achieve the Nation’s economic well- 
being. Senator LAUTENBERG has been at 
the forefront of that. I thank him and 
Senator LOTT for their efforts in guid-
ing this important legislation to the 
floor. 

Every year since 2002, Amtrak has 
had to continue operations on a yearly 
basis without adequate funds to main-
tain the rail system over the long 
term. It is almost like a starvation 
diet—keeping it up just enough to be 
temporarily alive but working it in 
such a way and cutting its funds in 
such a way that it can neither be suc-
cessful nor fully survive. Right now, 
the system is at a breaking point. Am-
trak’s equipment is aging, and no 
amount of maintenance can keep cars 
built in the 1950s on the tracks. 

Amtrak is not just a passenger rail 
system that serves 25 million people 
each year; Amtrak is also a program 
that reduces our greenhouse gas emis-
sions, reduces congestion on our road-
ways, fights sprawl, creates jobs, and it 
fosters economic activity. I know first-
hand the benefits of Amtrak because 
over 100,000 New Jersey commuters de-
pend on Amtrak’s infrastructure every 
day. There are many other commuter 
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rail systems in States that depend 
upon Amtrak’s infrastructure as well 
to move very large amounts of their 
State’s residents over the Amtrak 
lines. 

Some critics want Amtrak to be the 
only major transportation system in 
the world that operates without Gov-
ernment subsidy. This standard is sim-
ply impossible to meet and a standard 
to which we do not hold any other 
mode of transportation. Over the past 
35 years, we have spent less money on 
Amtrak than we will on highways in 
this year alone. So over the last three 
and a half decades, we have spent less 
money on Amtrak than we will spend 
on highways just in this year alone. 
When you factor in State and local sub-
sidies for infrastructure and parking, 
some studies suggest that up to 8 per-
cent of our gross national product is 
spent on subsidies for automobile use. 

We have never committed the same 
support behind Amtrak as we have for 
other modes of transportation. This 
bill will finally give Amtrak a stable 
amount of authorized funds it needs 
over the next 6 years to adequately 
fund its operation and finance capital 
improvements. 

At the same time, these funds aren’t 
free. To get these funds, Amtrak will 
be forced to tighten its belt, while si-
multaneously improving service. The 
bill reduces Amtrak’s annual appro-
priations need by requiring reforms 
that will reduce Amtrak’s operating 
costs by 40 percent over the life of the 
bill. 

In addition, the bill provides for $1.4 
billion for States to provide new pas-
senger rail service between cities. In 
some instances, these State operations 
will likely provide service that com-
plements existing Amtrak service just 
as the recent light rail projects we 
have seen in New Jersey have done. In 
other cases, these funds may actually 
create competition for Amtrak for 
service between some cities. 

The bill will also require Amtrak to 
use a new financial accounting system 
so that regulators and legislators can 
better monitor how Amtrak uses its re-
sources. This bill would also require 
Amtrak to use its resources to provide 
a new level of service by improving 
ontime performance, upgrading on-
board services, and providing easier ac-
cess to other transportation systems. 

Finally, the bill will also require a 
systemwide security review to ensure 
that rail remains a safe transportation 
alternative. With record-high gasoline 
prices, congested highways, and air-
ports that are experiencing record 
delays, we need all the alternative 
forms of transportation we can provide 
to a frustrated American traveler. 

Mr. President, as someone who rep-
resents a State that saw the con-
sequences of what happened on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, that fateful day, since 
then we have come to fully appreciate 
the importance of multiple modes of 
transportation in a security context. 

We have always talked about trans-
portation in the context of getting peo-

ple to work and jobs and economic op-
portunity. We have talked about send-
ing sales forces of small and midsize 
businesses, using rail services to go to 
different cities, for intercity travel, so 
they can promote their products and 
services. We have talked about people 
who might get on a rail line to go to 
Johns Hopkins University Hospital or 
some of the great hospitals in New Jer-
sey, such as Robert Wood Johnson or 
Hackensack University Medical Cen-
ter, or the great hospitals in New York, 
to name one of the many route lines 
that give people access to such oppor-
tunities. We have talked about tourism 
and people being able to take Amtrak 
to go to different parts of the country 
to see the greatness of America. That 
has always been the focus we have had 
as it relates to rail passenger service 
or, for that fact, really transportation 
modes in general. But on September 11, 
and therefrom, we learned that mul-
tiple modes of transportation are crit-
ical to the Nation’s security and well- 
being. 

On that fateful day, when we had the 
attacks in New York and the plane 
that crashed in Pennsylvania and the 
incident that took place in Washington 
at the Pentagon—on that fateful day, 
when in the metropolitan region where 
there are millions of Americans living, 
where the tunnels were closed down, 
where the bridges were closed down, 
where the subway systems were closed 
down, it was a different mode of trans-
portation that got people out of down-
town Manhattan from the World Trade 
Center site and to hospitals to be 
triaged in my State of New Jersey. 
That particular mode of transportation 
happened to be ferries. The only way to 
get into intercity travel, when all of 
the airlines were shut down for that pe-
riod of time, was Amtrak. 

So we have learned a lesson that this 
is beyond economics. We have learned 
a lesson that this is beyond tourism 
and this is beyond getting people to 
great centers of research and medicine 
to be cured; it is also about security. If 
we do away with Amtrak, we do away 
with the ability to have another mode 
of transportation that is critical to our 
security blanket. We have to think 
about Amtrak in that way as well. 

Finally, there are small communities 
in rural America in which the only en-
tity that stops at their doorstep is Am-
trak—the only entity that stops at 
their doorstep. Imagine being cut off 
from the rest of America, other than 
through a car, because no entity serves 
the opportunity to make your commu-
nity the destination. Amtrak, as part 
of a national rail system, creates op-
portunities for many parts of America 
to finally realize that they, too, will 
have access to the rest of the country. 

Mr. President, for all of these rea-
sons, I urge my colleagues to recognize 
that a strong, well-funded Amtrak is 
an essential resource for our country in 
all of these dimensions. I urge my col-
leagues to give us a strong vote for the 
Passenger Rail Improvement and In-

vestment Act of 2007 and make sure 
that we reject amendments that would 
seek to undermine this critical asset 
for our economy, for our environment, 
for our health care and, yes, in a post– 
September 11 world, for our security. 
Let’s make sure we send a strong mes-
sage from the Senate that we will take 
second place to no one in the world in 
terms of having a strong passenger rail 
system and will unite our country by 
giving that opportunity for Amtrak to 
travel across the landscape of America 
and be able to meet all of these chal-
lenges. 

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3456 
Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I ask 

for the regular order regarding my 
amendment No. 3456. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That amendment is pending. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3456, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I send a 

modification of my amendment to the 
desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment is so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 35, strike line 20 and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘(A)’’ on line 23 and insert the 
following: 

‘‘(b)’’ IMPLEMENTATION.—Pursuant to any 
rules or regulations promulgated under sub-
section (a) 

On page 36, strike lines 6 through 11. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, have I 
been recognized? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I sub-
mitted to the desk a small technical 
modification of the amendment I of-
fered that would strike the prohibition 
on allowing multiple routes to be com-
petitively bid under the Amtrak sys-
tem. In the legislation, there is com-
petitive bidding allowed but for only 
two routes. I don’t think we need to 
have such an arbitrary restriction. The 
technical modification makes sure the 
right portions of the bill, the right 
lines of the bill are referenced in the 
amendment. It is not a substantive 
change. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3452 
Mr. President, I also wish to address 

my amendment that deals with Inter-
net taxes. I offered this amendment 
last night, and I offered it on this legis-
lation because we have been unable to 
get a vote anywhere in the Senate on 
Internet tax moratorium. 
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What an Internet tax moratorium 

does is prevents States, cities, and 
towns from placing taxes on the cost of 
Internet access, whether it is for con-
sumers, small businesses, large busi-
nesses—it doesn’t matter. The Internet 
is a national and global system for 
communications. It is a national sys-
tem for commerce and for business, and 
it should be protected from multiple 
taxation, from local taxation for a 
number of reasons. 

First, it is interstate commerce and, 
frankly, if there are going to be taxes 
levied, that interstate commerce and 
interstate communication should be 
the responsibility of Congress. 

Second, because those taxes would 
only discourage broadband deployment, 
it would raise costs for consumers and 
certainly have an impact on businesses 
that rely on Internet access as part of 
doing business. 

We were supposed to have a markup 
in the Commerce Committee. The bill 
was pulled from the markup. This is 
not something that just came up. We 
implemented a ban on Internet taxes in 
1998 that lasted for 5 years. We ex-
tended it in 2003 for another 4 years. 
This is something that has received bi-
partisan support in the House and the 
Senate. Over 240 Members of the House 
of Representatives, Democrats and Re-
publicans, support making this ban on 
Internet access taxes permanent. 

Given that we have seen no action 
and that the prohibition expires on No-
vember 1, less than a week from today, 
I am sure a lot of people across the 
country are wondering why is Congress 
so dysfunctional. Why has Congress not 
acted on something that has such 
broad bipartisan support that is going 
to expire in less than a week? 

I cannot answer that question, but I 
can try to do something about it, and 
that is why I offered an amendment to 
this bill that would make that ban on 
Internet access taxes permanent. The 
way it does that is by taking legisla-
tion that passed the House by a very 
strong bipartisan vote, 405 to 2, and 
making that 4-year proposal a perma-
nent proposal. We take the same ap-
proach to technical definitions, the 
same approach to grandfathering that 
existed for some States that taxed the 
Internet in the past, and simply make 
that legislation permanent. 

There is also a second-degree amend-
ment that was offered to my amend-
ment—an amendment to my amend-
ment—that would say we should not 
make this ban permanent; we should 
only make it 4 years. I think that is a 
mistake. Given that we have already 
extended the ban on Internet access 
twice, given that it has bipartisan sup-
port, given that we have been able to 
see how this law works and has worked 
effectively over the last 9 years, I don’t 
think we need to keep passing short- 
term extensions. And, frankly, short- 
term extensions, whether they are 1 
year, 2 years, or 4 years, is something 
the American public looks at, and it is 
baffling why we cannot find it within 

ourselves the discipline, the will— 
whatever it takes—to make a good idea 
the permanent law of the land. It is 
high time we do that when it comes to 
banning Internet access taxes. 

Senator WYDEN spoke earlier about 
this issue and suggested that the tech-
nical language in the bill passed by the 
other body was not perfect. That 
should come as a surprise to no one. 
There is no such thing as absolutely 
perfect legislation. But it was certainly 
good enough to get all but two Mem-
bers of 435, all but two Members to vote 
for the legislation. It was certainly 
good enough to offer the same language 
as an amendment to my bill. 

To suggest that this language is fa-
tally flawed is very much mistaken. 
But even if it were an issue that needed 
to be addressed, it will have to be ad-
dressed whether we pass a 4-year exten-
sion or a permanent extension. So to 
use that as an excuse to oppose making 
the Internet tax ban permanent, I 
think, is a mistake. It simply is wrong. 

I would like to see the clearest pos-
sible language when it comes to service 
providers that are providing different 
kinds of Internet services but might 
not be providing Internet access as 
well. I even had an amendment ready 
to offer in committee to improve this 
language. As I indicated, Mr. Presi-
dent, we didn’t have any amendments 
in committee because we didn’t have 
any votes in committee because we 
didn’t have any bill offered before the 
committee for a markup. 

So that is where we find ourselves. 
We have a proposal in front of us in the 
way of an amendment to make perma-
nent the ban on Internet access taxes 
using language that has been supported 
in a very strong bipartisan way in the 
House of Representatives, and we have 
an amendment to my proposal that 
would say: No, let’s not make it perma-
nent; let’s do another short-term ex-
tension. 

We have filed a cloture petition to 
bring debate on this particular issue to 
a close. That vote will happen tomor-
row. And if cloture is invoked, we will 
have a vote on both amendments. 

I have no problem voting on alter-
natives. And I have said this in dif-
ferent situations on different legisla-
tion in the past. What is most frus-
trating, as a Member of the Senate, is 
when there are procedural 
maneuverings used to prevent us from 
offering an amendment, having a vote 
on any given alternative. I do not mind 
voting on bills or legislation that I 
don’t support. If you don’t support 
something, you vote no and explain to 
people why you don’t support it. 

So we have both of these amend-
ments before us, a cloture vote that 
will occur to bring debate to a close, 
and have the votes. And I certainly 
hope we vote cloture so we can have 
the votes and move forward on this 
very important issue. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. CARPER. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SUNUNU. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. CARPER. I would invite the Sen-

ator from New Hampshire to engage in 
a brief colloquy. I have been listening 
to his comments. I think we have a 
couple of options, and there may be a 
better path for it than the one we are 
assuming today. We are talking about 
an amendment that the Senator had of-
fered to the Amtrak bill, bringing the 
Internet tax issues to the reauthoriza-
tion of Amtrak, and others of us would 
offer a second-degree amendment to 
that. There will be a cloture vote that 
will proceed either of those two amend-
ments. 

I think there is another alternative 
that I would ask my friend to consider, 
and that would be the chance—I think 
all along the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has wanted an up-or-down vote on 
his proposal, which is fair game. I 
think our own leadership, and I think 
in consultation with your leadership, 
including with Senator LOTT, has sug-
gested maybe one day next week we 
have an up-or-down vote—your pro-
posal and the alternative of our pro-
posal that Senator ALEXANDER and I 
and others would offer, which would 
provide for a 6-year extension for a 
moratorium on Internet taxation. For 
another 6 years we would provide for a 
6-year extension of the grandfather— 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, re-
claiming my time, and I am happy to 
view the statement that was made in 
the form of a question so I can respond. 
That is what we will have if we invoke 
cloture tomorrow. We will have a vote 
on a 4-year extension and a vote on 
making the ban permanent. We can 
certainly have further discussions 
about the procedures and proposals off 
the Senate floor rather than negotiate 
a process or a procedure in a colloquy 
format, but I am sure the Senator from 
Delaware can appreciate the frustra-
tion that has put us in this position, 
given that no bill was offered in com-
mittee, no bill was offered in the Fi-
nance Committee, and in fact the legis-
lation was pulled. 

So I am pleased we are in a position 
now where tomorrow we will have ex-
actly what the Senator from Delaware 
prescribes, and if there are other alter-
natives or proposals, I am certainly 
happy to listen to them. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, while 

Senator SUNUNU is still on the floor, if 
I could add one other comment. Sen-
ator LOTT said at the beginning of the 
debate on this bill that folks are wel-
come, Democrats and Republicans, to 
come and offer their amendments, non-
germane, if they are. But when we get 
to conference, he said: I will warn you 
right from the get-go, nongermane 
amendments that are offered to this 
bill might be attached to this bill when 
we get to conference, but they will not 
be in this bill when we come out. 

So I would suggest to Senator 
SUNUNU that we consider the approach 
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I just outlined; that next week, maybe 
in the middle of next week, he would 
have the opportunity, with time for de-
bate, to offer his proposal to make per-
manent the moratorium on taxing 
Internet access, and we would have the 
opportunity to offer an alternative, 
which would be a 6-year extension of 
the moratorium. 

I will tell you why we think it is im-
portant. Five years ago, I never heard 
of VOIT, voice over Internet protocol. I 
had no idea what it was. I don’t think 
anybody around here did. That is the 
ability to send telecommunications, 
telephone messages, over the Internet. 
It is a major change in the way we 
communicate on the telephone. The 
problem with making permanent this 
legislation is we assume there are not 
going to be any more technological 
changes. We are learning how to send 
cable TV, movies, and all kinds of stuff 
over the Internet. Traditionally, State 
and local governments have had the 
right to raise revenues as they see fit. 
In fact, we have an unfunded mandates 
law that says State and local govern-
ments have protection from us in Con-
gress telling them how to spend their 
money or telling them how to raise 
their money. We passed a law that says 
we can’t do that. I was Governor, actu-
ally, in 1995. I was Governor when we 
pushed for that sort of protection. Who 
are we in the Federal Government to 
tell States how they have to spend 
their money or how they can raise it? 
That is what was adopted in the un-
funded mandates legislation in 1995. 

We turned around in Congress 3 years 
later and said: By the way, we don’t 
want folks to tax access to the Inter-
net, and if you are already doing that 
in the United States, we are going to 
grandfather you in for a while, but we 
put in place, starting in 1998, this 3- 
year moratorium on other States be-
ginning to tax access to the Internet— 
really trying to tax people’s AOL bills. 

The concern as we go forward, as we 
learn to do other things over the Inter-
net other than sending e-mails and in-
stant messaging and stuff, if we allow 
the bundling of services, including tele-
phone services, including cable serv-
ices, television services, the sort of 
thing that State and local governments 
have traditionally used to pay for edu-
cation, pay for schools, pay for fire, 
pay for police, or pay for paramedics, if 
we aren’t careful, we are going to basi-
cally preclude or reduce their ability 
to raise the revenue they need for the 
problems in their States. 

So we are not smart enough—I am 
not smart enough, and I don’t think 
any of us here are smart enough—to 
know for certainty what the tech-
nology is going to be in 5 years, 4 
years, or 10 years. That is why we want 
the extension of the moratorium, to 
make sure people’s access to the Inter-
net is not going to be taxed, but what 
we don’t want to do is to do something 
permanently because of the changing 
nature of technology. 

So I think it makes sense next week 
for us to have the opportunity for Sen-

ator SUNUNU to come to the floor, offer 
his permanent moratorium amend-
ment, and have the same opportunity 
for Senator ALEXANDER and myself, 
and Senator DORGAN, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, Senator ROCKEFELLER, Senator 
ENZI, and Senator VOINOVICH, and oth-
ers who believe that a 6-year morato-
rium may be the better alternative for 
now. I hope we will have that oppor-
tunity. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the interest of the Senator from 
Delaware in the issue, and I want to 
take the opportunity to respond to a 
couple of issues. 

First, on the substantive issues: The 
Congress—the Federal Government— 
tells the States what they can or can’t 
do on taxes all the time; not in every 
area, to be sure, and we shouldn’t in 
every area. And if this permanent ban 
on Internet taxes passes, Internet-re-
lated businesses will still pay property 
taxes, payroll taxes, and business in-
come taxes, but the network itself, ac-
cess to the global network itself, will 
not be subject to taxes. 

This is not that dissimilar from the 
fact that we prevent States from lev-
ying their own export taxes because it 
affects international trade and global 
commerce, and even interstate com-
merce. We don’t allow States to arbi-
trarily tax flights from their State to 
other States or across the country for 
the same reason—because we view that 
as interstate commerce and an inter-
state transportation system. We even 
have restrictions on States’ ability to 
impose tolls on interstate highways, 
all for the same reason. 

So to suggest that we should never 
tell States how to handle matters of 
taxation is incorrect. We do it all the 
time. And we should do it on matters 
of interstate commerce, which is the 
responsibility—the constitutional re-
sponsibility—of the Congress. 

Second, back to the issue of tech-
nology changing. Well, of course, tech-
nology changes things. And we may 
and do have to modify legislation from 
time to time with regard to evolving 
technology. Regulations or laws affect-
ing the Federal Communications Com-
mission—the FCC—laws regarding reg-
ulations of video, phone, Internet pro-
tocol services, we want to make sure 
they keep pace. But that doesn’t mean 
every law we pass in these areas should 
be temporary, especially in matters of 
taxation, because the way we tax goods 
and services affects our entire econ-
omy. 

Anyone who has worked in the area 
of technology is familiar with the R&D 
tax credit. The Congress continually 
passes 1- and 2-year extensions of the 
research and development tax credit, 
even though it passes almost unani-
mously in both Chambers every time. 
The American public looks at that and 
they wonder if our goal is to just make 

a little bit of extra work for lobbyists. 
It is wrong to deal with our Tax Code 
on such a short-term basis, whether it 
is the research and development tax 
credit or Internet access taxes. 

Finally, a couple of points about 
process. How easy it is to stand up on 
the Senate floor and say: Well, let’s do 
the collegial thing and just take care 
of this next week. We had the Internet 
tax moratorium on the floor a few 
years ago. It made the moratorium per-
manent. The opponents of making the 
Internet moratorium permanent said: 
We are not quite ready. Could we take 
care of this next week or maybe the 
week after? And in good faith that bill 
was taken from the floor. Then the op-
ponents of making the ban permanent 
prevented us from bringing the bill to 
the floor for another 9 months. Maybe 
it was even longer. 

So it is easy to come and say we 
should take care of this next week, but 
the fact is that next week the morato-
rium expires. On November 1, the mor-
atorium expires. Why can’t we take 
care of it this week, with the votes 
that are currently pending, currently 
before us—not just for my amendment 
but for an alternative, an amendment 
to my proposal? I think that is more 
than fair. 

Again, I will be happy to talk about 
alternatives. And since we were first 
scheduled to have a debate and markup 
on this legislation in the Commerce 
Committee, no one has come to me and 
proposed specific alternatives other 
than the amendment that has been of-
fered to my proposal. And just now 
Senator CARPER said: Well, maybe not 
4 years, maybe 6 years. And I know he 
means that in good faith, but there are 
other leaders, on the Commerce Com-
mittee and others, who have an impor-
tant role to play that will also have to 
be part of those discussions, and none 
of them have approached me directly 
with an alternative. 

So I hope we can resolve this. I hope 
my colleagues will support making the 
Internet tax moratorium permanent 
and support me in voting for cloture 
tomorrow morning so we can have 
those votes. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

GLOBAL WARMING 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor today to talk about 
the scientific truth. Once again, the ad-
ministration has kept all the facts 
from getting to the American people. 
On Tuesday, the Director of the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, Dr. Julie Gerberding, testified be-
fore the Environment and Public 
Works Committee on the health im-
pacts of global warming. The purpose 
of this hearing was to get all the facts 
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about the health threats global warm-
ing poses to our communities and our 
families. I thank Senator BOXER for her 
leadership of that committee, for her 
leadership on climate change. I am 
proud to be a member of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee, 
and we are doing some very good work 
in the climate change area. We actu-
ally have some legislation that we are 
considering in the next few weeks that 
I believe is good legislation. I don’t be-
lieve we can wait to act. 

I went to Greenland this summer and 
saw firsthand the water coming off 
these humongous glaciers like spigots. 
They have lost the size of Greenland 
and Arizona combined off the Green-
land ice sheet. It is the canary in the 
coal mine for climate change. 

There was a hearing this week. Un-
fortunately, the Director’s initial testi-
mony was not the testimony that was 
presented to the committee because 
her initial testimony did present the 
facts. As the Centers for Disease Con-
trol Director, she appears if you look 
at her initial testimony, to have taken 
seriously the mission of Centers for 
Disease Control which pledges to: 

. . . base all public health decisions on the 
highest quality scientific data, openly and 
objectively derived. 

But the testimony she gave at the 
committee fell short of that pledge be-
cause, as has been reported in the 
press, the administration eliminated 
much of Dr. Gerberding’s draft testi-
mony which highlighted the threats to 
public health posed by global warming. 

It is only the latest incident in what 
has been a pattern of this administra-
tion in attempting to suppress science. 
Specifically, this administration de-
leted her testimony on the views of the 
Centers for Disease Control on several 
health impacts of global warming, in-
cluding explanations and descriptions 
of the links to heat stroke, weather 
disasters, worsening air pollution and 
allergies, food- and water-borne infec-
tious diseases, mosquito- and tick- 
borne infectious diseases, food and 
water scarcity, mental health prob-
lems, and even chronic disease. 

The Centers for Disease Control is an 
important agency that the American 
people trust to protect their health and 
safety and provide reliable health in-
formation. Let me reiterate one of the 
central tenets of the mission of the 
Centers for Disease Control, to: 

. . . base all public health decisions on the 
highest quality scientific data, openly and 
objectively derived. 

Dr. Gerberding’s original testimony 
included the following statement: 

The United States is expected to see an in-
crease in the severity, duration and fre-
quency of extreme heat waves. This, coupled 
with an aging population, increases the like-
lihood of higher mortality as the elderly are 
more vulnerable to dying from exposure 
from excessive heat. 

The President’s spokesman claims 
they edited the testimony because: 

there were broad characterizations about 
climate change science that didn’t align 

with the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change Report. 

What did the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change Report state 
about the prospects of heat waves? It is 
important to remember that the IPCC 
is a very cautious group of scientists 
with a very conservative process for 
meticulously reviewing their conclu-
sions through consensus. Their reports 
are produced by some 600 authors from 
40 countries. Over 620 expert reviewers 
and a large number of Government re-
viewers also participated. 

The IPCC stated: 
Severe heat waves will intensify in mag-

nitude and duration over the portions of the 
U.S. where they already occur . . . 
and: 

Local factors, such as the proportion of el-
derly people, are important in determining 
the underlying temperature-mortality rela-
tionship in a population. 

I ask you, how does this align? How 
does eliminating this from the Nation’s 
leading public health official’s testi-
mony benefit Americans? 

Let me cite another example that 
was deleted from her testimony. Dr. 
Gerberding’s original testimony stated: 

The west coast of the United States is ex-
pected to experience significant strains on 
water supplies as regional precipitation de-
clines and mountain snowpacks are depleted. 
Forest fires are expected to increase in fre-
quency, severity, distribution and duration. 

So as the wildfires rage out West, the 
President, his administration, is cen-
soring testimony in the East. 

Global warming does not cause these 
fires, but they certainly intensify the 
three main causes of wildfires: high 
temperature, summer dryness, and 
long-term drought. Southern California 
has experienced all three and is now 
suffering the consequences. 

Again, we go back to what the Presi-
dent’s spokesperson said yesterday 
when asked about this. She said they 
had to look at that testimony and 
make sure it was consistent with what 
the IPCC had said. In fact, that was the 
reason she gave for why they had 
censored it. Let’s see what the IPCC 
said about forest fires. They, the IPCC, 
in their fourth assessment report, 
found that: 

. . . warm spells and heat waves will very 
likely increase the danger of wildfire. 

That is what they said, the IPCC, 
that it would increase the danger of 
wildfire. 

Then you have the head health offi-
cial for our Government, the Centers 
for Disease Control, in her original tes-
timony, saying it would increase the 
danger of forest fires. Pretty similar. 

As these fires are raging in southern 
California and as we are seeing all 
across the country record high tem-
peratures, record summer dryness, and 
long-term drought, the administration 
chose to redact, to delete portions of 
the testimony of their Director of Dis-
ease Control, which in fact predicted 
this would happen. We have not just 
seen large forest fires in California this 
year. We saw them in northern Min-

nesota. I was there shortly after these 
fires in the Ham Lake area in northern 
Minnesota devastated areas, burned 
down homes, and went way up to Can-
ada. I was meeting up there with resort 
owners, with residents, and we were 
talking about the disaster relief, we 
were talking about when they are 
going to get their phone lines, we were 
talking about the effects on their busi-
ness up there. Do you know what some 
of them wanted to talk about in the 
midst of all this disaster and burned 
trees? They wanted to talk about cli-
mate change because they had seen 
what was happening. There was a 30- 
percent reduction in profits at the ski 
resorts; forest fires raging—they knew 
something was wrong. Yet the adminis-
tration is deleting the scientific pre-
diction that is saying that exactly this 
will happen. 

This is not the time for this adminis-
tration to be censoring information. It 
is the time, instead, to look seriously 
at the health and other impacts of 
global warming and to take the steps 
we need to address them. I am proud to 
be part of a committee, under the lead-
ership of Senator BOXER, that is no 
longer talking about whether climate 
change exists but talking about how to 
solve it. 

We will continue to investigate the 
reasons this was deleted. We will con-
tinue to request information and get to 
the truth. But the main thing I would 
like to say today to my colleagues is 
that the American people know that 
something is wrong. They want us to 
solve it. You can’t hide the facts any-
more. You can’t bury them as forest 
fires are raging and sea levels are ris-
ing and temperatures are rising. You 
can’t bury the facts. You have to get to 
the solution. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, 2 days 
ago the Environment and Public Works 
Committee held a hearing on the 
Health Impacts of Global Warming. 
Our lead witness was Dr. Julie L. 
Gerberding, the Director of the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention and 
the Administrator for the Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
within the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

Dr. Gerberding was invited to testify 
by Chairman BOXER because the Direc-
tor is a highly respected leader in the 
public health arena. The committee 
wanted to have the benefit of her ex-
pertise as we grapple with one of the 
most important issues of our time, 
global climate change. 

As everyone now knows, Dr. 
Gerberding’s written testimony for the 
hearing was severely edited, with 
whole pages deleted. The White House 
says that some of her written com-
ments did not represent the consensus 
view of the scientific community. 

The very first line that the White 
House censored in Dr. Gerberding’s tes-
timony was this: ‘‘Scientific evidence 
supports the view that the earth’s cli-
mate is changing.’’ 

If that statement doesn’t represent 
the overwhelming sentiment of the 
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world’s scientific community, I don’t 
know what does. I find it astounding 
that this simple, sober statement of 
scientific fact would be censored. 

These continuing efforts to silence 
the scientific community would be 
laughable if the stakes weren’t so high. 
In the censored portions of her testi-
mony, Dr. Gerberding lists them for us: 
direct effects of heat; health effects re-
lated to extreme weather events; air 
pollution-related health effects; aller-
gic diseases; water- and food-borne in-
fectious diseases; vector-borne and 
zoonotic diseases; food and water scar-
city, at least for some populations; 
mental health problems; and long-term 
impacts of chronic diseases and other 
health effects. 

Mr. President, I found Dr. Ger-
berding’s oral testimony to be excel-
lent. She answered my questions di-
rectly and without qualifications. Her 
responses to the other Senators on the 
panel appeared to be equally candid. 

Oral testimony is always limited by 
time, and committees rely heavily on 
the written comments of witnesses to 
provide a more complete perspective. 
Because of votes on the Senate floor on 
Tuesday morning, we were especially 
constrained for time. 

I regret that we did not have the ben-
efit of Dr. Gerberding’s full statement 
prior to the hearing. Certainly, they 
would have added a more complete pic-
ture of the human health impacts asso-
ciated with global warming than she 
was able to convey in the highly 
censored version that was transmitted 
to the committee. 

The American people and the U.S. 
Senate have a right to know what our 
top health officials have to say on this 
critical issue. Today I will be submit-
ting to the RECORD a full copy of the 
testimony that Dr. Gerberding had in-
tended to offer. Her views are critical 
to this debate. 

Science shouldn’t be silenced. And 
today we will make sure Dr. 
Gerberding’s words are heard. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of her draft testimony be 
printed into today’s RECORD. The 
American people can read for them-
selves what the Director of the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention had 
to say before the White House censors 
tried to silence her. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CLIMATE CHANGE AND PUBLIC HEALTH 
INTRODUCTION 

Good morning Madam Chairwoman, Sen-
ator Inhofe, and other distinguished mem-
bers of the Committee. It is a pleasure to ap-
pear before you as Director of the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), the 
Nation’s leading public health protection 
agency located within the Department of 
Health and Human Services. Thank you for 
the opportunity to present testimony on cli-
mate change and human health and to high-
light the role of CDC in preparing for and re-
sponding to the health effects of climate 
change. 

BACKGROUND 
The health of all individuals is influenced 

by the health of people, animals, and the en-

vironment around us. Many trends within 
this larger, interdependent ecologic system 
influence public health on a global scale, in-
cluding climate change. The public health 
response to such trends requires a holistic 
understanding of disease and the various ex-
ternal factors influencing public health. It is 
within this larger context where the greatest 
challenges and opportunities for protecting 
and promoting public health occur. 

Scientific evidence supports the view that 
the earth’s climate is changing. A broad 
array of organizations (federal, state, local, 
multilateral, faith-based, private and non-
governmental) is working to address climate 
change. Despite this extensive activity, the 
public health effects of climate change re-
main largely unaddressed. CDC considers cli-
mate change a serious public health concern. 
CLIMATE CHANGE IS A PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERN 

In the United States, climate change is 
likely to have a significant impact on 
health, through links with the following out-
comes: Direct effects of heat, health effects 
related to extreme weather events, air pollu-
tion-related health effects, allergic diseases, 
water- and food-borne infectious diseases, 
vector-borne and zoonotic diseases, food and 
water scarcity, at least for some popu-
lations, mental health problems, and long- 
term impacts of chronic diseases and other 
health effects. 

The United States is a developed country 
with a variety of climates. Because of its 
well developed health infrastructure, and the 
greater involvement of government and non-
governmental agencies in disaster planning 
and response, the health effects from climate 
change are expected to be less significant 
than in the developing world. Nevertheless, 
many Americans will likely experience dif-
ficult challenges. Catastrophic weather 
events such as heat waves and hurricanes are 
expected to become more frequent, severe, 
and costly; the U.S. population is antici-
pated to continue to age and move to vulner-
able locations such as coastal areas, increas-
ing exposures to specific risks; and concur-
rent challenges such as water scarcity in cer-
tain regions could limit our resilience. In ad-
dition, climate change is likely to alter the 
current geographic distribution of some vec-
tor-borne and zoonotic diseases; some may 
become more frequent, widespread, and out-
breaks could last longer, while others could 
be reduced in incidence. 
Heat stress and direct thermal injury 

One of the most likely climate change pro-
jections is an increase in frequency of hot 
days, hot nights, and heat waves. The United 
States is expected to see an increase in the 
severity, duration, and frequency of extreme 
heat waves. This, coupled with an aging pop-
ulation, increases the likelihood of higher 
mortality as the elderly are more vulnerable 
to dying from exposure to excessive heat. 
Midwestern and northeastern cities are at 
greatest risk, as heat-related illness and 
death appear to be related to exposure to 
temperatures much hotter than those to 
which the population is accustomed. 
Extreme weather events 

Climate change is anticipated to alter the 
frequency, timing, intensity, and duration of 
extreme weather events, such as hurricanes 
and floods. The health effects of these ex-
treme weather events range from loss of life 
and acute trauma, to indirect effects such as 
loss of home, large-scale population displace-
ment, damage to sanitation infrastructure 
(drinking water and sewage systems), inter-
ruption of food production, damage to the 
health-care infrastructure, and psycho-
logical problems such as post traumatic 
stress disorder. Displacement of individuals 
often results in disruption of health care, of 

particular concern for those with underlying 
chronic diseases. Future climate projections 
also show likely increases in the frequency 
of heavy rainfall events, posing an increased 
risk of flooding events and overwhelming of 
sanitation infrastructure. 
Air pollution-related health effects 

Climate change can affect air quality by 
modifying local weather patterns and pollut-
ant concentrations, affecting natural sources 
of air pollution, and promoting the forma-
tion of secondary pollutants. Of particular 
concern is the impact of increased tempera-
ture and UV radiation on ozone formation. 
Some studies have shown that higher surface 
temperatures, especially in urban areas, en-
courage the formation of ground-level ozone. 
As a primary ingredient of smog, ground- 
level ozone is a public health concern. Ozone 
can irritate the respiratory system, reduce 
lung function, aggravate asthma, and in-
flame and damage cells that line the lungs. 
In addition, it may cause permanent lung 
damage and aggravate chronic lung diseases. 
Allergic diseases 

Studies have shown that some plants, such 
as ragweed and poison ivy, grow faster and 
produce more allergens under conditions of 
high carbon dioxide and warm weather. As a 
result, allergic diseases and symptoms could 
worsen with climate change. 
Water- and food-borne infectious diseases 

Altered weather patterns resulting from 
climate change are likely to affect the dis-
tribution and incidence of food- and water- 
borne diseases. Changes in precipitation, 
temperature, humidity, and water salinity 
have been shown to affect the quality of 
water used for drinking, recreation, and 
commercial use. For example, outbreaks of 
Vibrio bacteria infections following the con-
sumption of seafood and shellfish have been 
associated with increases in temperatures. 
Heavy rainfall has also been implicated as a 
contributing factor in the overloading and 
contamination of drinking water treatment 
systems, leading to illness from organisms 
such as Cryptosporidium and Giardia. Storm 
water runoff from heavy precipitation events 
can also increase fecal bacterial counts in 
coastal waters as well as nutrient load, 
which, coupled with increased sea-surface 
temperature, can lead to increases in the fre-
quency and range of harmful algal blooms 
(red tides) and potent marine biotoxins such 
as ciguatera fish poisoning. 
Vector-borne and zoonotic diseases 

Vector-borne and zoonotic diseases, such 
as plague, Lyme disease, West Nile virus, 
malaria, hantavirus pulmonary syndrome, 
and dengue fever have been shown to have a 
distinct seasonal pattern, suggesting that 
they are weather sensitive. Climate change- 
driven ecological changes, such as variations 
in rainfall and temperature, could signifi-
cantly alter the range, seasonality, and 
human incidence of many zoonotic and vec-
tor-borne diseases. More study is required to 
fully understand all the implications of eco-
logical variables necessary to predict cli-
mate change effects on vector-borne and 
zoonotic diseases. Moderating factors such as 
housing quality, land-use patterns, and vec-
tor control programs make it unlikely that 
these climate changes will have a major im-
pact on tropical diseases such as malaria and 
dengue fever spreading into the United 
States. However, climate change could aid in 
the establishment of exotic vector-borne dis-
eases imported into the United States. 
Food scarcity 

Climate change is predicted to alter agri-
cultural production, both directly and indi-
rectly. This may lead to scarcity of some 
foods, increase food prices, and threaten ac-
cess to food for Americans who experience 
food insecurity. 
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Mental health problems 

Some Americans may suffer anxiety, de-
pression, and similar symptoms in antici-
pating climate change and/or in coping with 
its effects. Moreover, the aftermath of severe 
events may include post-traumatic stress 
and related problems, as was seen after Hur-
ricane Katrina. These conditions are dif-
ficult to quantify but may have significant 
effects of health and well-being. 

CLIMATE CHANGE VULNERABILITY 
The effects of climate change will likely 

vary regionally and by population. The 
northern latitudes of the United States are 
expected to experience the largest increases 
in average temperatures; these areas also 
will likely bear the brunt of increases in 
ground-level ozone and associated airborne 
pollutants. Populations in mid-western and 
northeastern cities are expected to experi-
ence more heat-related illnesses as heat 
waves increase in frequency, severity, and 
duration. Coastal regions will likely experi-
ence essentially uniform risk of sea level 
rise, but different rates of coastal erosion, 
wetlands destruction, and topography are ex-
pected to result in dramatically different re-
gional effects of sea level rise. Distribution 
of animal hosts and vectors may change; in 
many cases, ranges could extend northward 
and increase in elevation. For some patho-
gens associated with wild animals, such as 
rodents and hantavirus, ranges will change 
based on precipitation changes. The west 
coast of the United States is expected to ex-
perience significant strains on water supplies 
as regional precipitation declines and moun-
tain snowpacks are depleted. Forest fires are 
expected to increase in frequency, severity, 
distribution, and duration. 

The health effects of climate change on a 
given community will depend not only on 
the particular exposures it faces, but also on 
the underlying health status, age distribu-
tion, health care access, and socioeconomic 
status of its residents. Local response capac-
ity will also be important. As with other en-
vironmental hazards, members of certain 
ethnic and racial minority groups will likely 
be disproportionately affected. For example, 
in low-lying coastal communities facing in-
creasingly frequent and severe extreme pre-
cipitation events, there could be increased 
injuries, outbreaks of diarrheal disease, and 
harmful algal blooms; saltwater may intrude 
into freshwater tables and infrastructure is 
likely to be damaged by severe storms, ham-
pering economic recovery. In certain South-
ern coastal communities with little eco-
nomic reserve, declining industry, difficulty 
accessing health care, and a greater under-
lying burden of disease, these stressors could 
be overwhelming. Similarly, in an urban 
area with increasingly frequent and severe 
heat waves, certain groups are expected to be 
more affected: the home-bound, elderly, 
poor, athletes, and minority and migrant 
populations, and populations that live in 
areas with less green space and with fewer 
centrally air-conditioned buildings are all 
more vulnerable to heat stress. 

Some populations of Americans are more 
vulnerable to the health effects of climate 
change than others. Children are at greater 
risk of worsening asthma, allergies, and cer-
tain infectious diseases, and the elderly are 
at higher risk for health effects due to heat 
waves, extreme weather events, and exacer-
bations of chronic disease. In addition, peo-
ple of lower socioeconomic status are par-
ticularly vulnerable to extreme weather 
events. Members of racial and ethnic minor-
ity groups suffer particularly from air pollu-
tion as well as inadequate health care access, 
while athletes and those who work outdoors 
are more at risk from air pollution, heat, 
and certain infectious diseases. 

Given the differential burden of climate 
change’s health effects on certain popu-
lations, public health preparedness for cli-
mate change must include vulnerability as-
sessments that identify the most vulnerable 
populations with the most significant health 
disparities and anticipate their risks for par-
ticular exposures. At the same time, health 
communication targeting these vulnerable 
populations must be devised and tested, and 
early warning systems focused on vulnerable 
communities should be developed. With ade-
quate notice and a vigorous response, the ill 
health effects of many exposures from cli-
mate change can be dampened. 

PUBLIC HEALTH PREPAREDNESS FOR CLIMATE 
CHANGE 

Climate change is anticipated to have a 
broad range of impacts on the health of 
Americans and the nation’s public health in-
frastructure. As the nation’s public health 
agency, CDC is uniquely poised to lead ef-
forts to anticipate and respond to the health 
effects of climate change. Preparedness for 
the health consequences of climate change 
aligns with traditional public health con-
tributions, and—like preparedness for ter-
rorism and pandemic influenza—reinforces 
the importance of a strong public health in-
frastructure. CDC’s expertise and programs 
in the following areas provide the strong 
platform needed: 

Environmental Public Health Tracking: 
CDC has a long history of tracking occur-
rence and trends in diseases and health out-
comes. CDC is pioneering new ways to under-
stand the impacts of environmental hazards 
on people’s health. For example, CDC’s Envi-
ronmental Public Health Tracking Program 
has funded several states to build a health 
surveillance system that integrates environ-
mental exposures and human health out-
comes. This system, the Tracking Network, 
will go live in 2008, providing information on 
how health is affected by environmental haz-
ards. The Tracking Network will contain 
critical data on the incidence, trends, and 
potential outbreaks of diseases, including 
those affected by climate change. 

Surveillance of Water-borne, Food-borne, 
Vector-borne, and Zoonotic Diseases: CDC 
also has a long history of surveillance of in-
fectious, zoonotic, and vector-borne diseases. 
Preparing for climate change will involve 
working closely with state and local part-
ners to document whether potential changes 
in climate have an impact on infectious and 
other diseases and to use this information to 
help protect Americans from the potential 
change in of a variety of dangerous water- 
borne, food-borne, vector-borne, and zoonotic 
diseases. CDC has developed ArboNet, the na-
tional arthropod-borne viral disease tracking 
system. Currently, this system supports the 
nationwide West Nile virus surveillance sys-
tem that links all 50 states and four large 
metropolitan areas to a central database 
that records and maps cases in humans and 
animals and would detect changes in real- 
time in the distribution and prevalence of 
cases of arthropod-borne viral diseases. CDC 
also supports the major foodborne surveil-
lance and investigative networks of FoodNet 
and PulseNet which rapidly identify and pro-
vide detailed data on cases of foodborne ill-
nesses, on the organisms that cause them, 
and on the foods that are the sources of in-
fection. Altered weather patterns resulting 
from climate change are likely to affect the 
distribution and incidence of food- and wa-
terborne diseases, and these changes can be 
identified and tracked through PulseNet. 

Geographic Information System (GIS): At 
the CDC, GIS technology has been applied in 
unique and powerful ways to a variety of 
public health issues. It has been used in data 
collection, mapping, and communication to 

respond to issues as wide-ranging and varied 
as the World Trade Center collapse, avian 
flu, SARS, and Rift Valley fever. In addition, 
GIS technology was used to map issues of 
importance during the CDC response to Hur-
ricane Katrina. This technology represents 
an additional tool for the public health re-
sponse to climate change. 

Modeling: Currently sophisticated models 
to predict climate and heat exist. For exam-
ple, CDC has conducted heat stroke modeling 
for the city of Philadelphia to predict the 
most vulnerable populations at risk for 
hyperthermia. Modeling and forecasting rep-
resent an important preparedness strategy, 
in that it can help predict and respond to the 
most pressing health vulnerabilities at the 
state and local level. Armed with modeling 
data, we can target response plans for heat 
and other extreme weather events to the 
most vulnerable communities and popu-
lations. 

Preparedness Planning: Just as we prepare 
for terrorism and pandemic influenza, we 
should use these principles and prepare for 
health impacts from climate change. For ex-
ample, to respond to the multiple threats 
posed by heat waves, the urban environment, 
and climate change, CDC scientists have fo-
cused prevention efforts on developing tools 
that local emergency planners and decision- 
makers can use to prepare for and respond to 
heat waves. In collaboration with other Fed-
eral partners, CDC participated in the devel-
opment of an Excessive Heat Events Guide-
book, which provides a comprehensive set of 
guiding principle and a menu of options for 
cities and localities to use in the develop-
ment of Heat Response Plans. These plans 
clearly define specific roles and responsibil-
ities of government and nongovernmental or-
ganizations during heat waves. They identify 
local populations at increased high risk for 
heat-related illness and death and determine 
which strategies will be used to reach them 
during heat emergencies. 

Training and Education of Public Health 
Professionals—Preparing for the health con-
sequences of climate change requires that 
professionals have the skills required to con-
ceptualize the impending threats, integrate a 
wide variety of public health and other data 
in surveillance activities, work closely with 
other agencies and sectors, and provide effec-
tive health communication for vulnerable 
populations regarding the evolving threat of 
climate change. CDC is holding a series of 
five workshops to further explore key dimen-
sions of climate change and public health, 
including drinking water, heat waves, health 
communication, vector-borne illness, and 
vulnerable populations. 

Health Protection Research: CDC can pro-
mote research to further elucidate the spe-
cific relationships between climate change 
and various health outcomes, including pre-
dictive models and evaluations of interven-
tions. Research efforts can also identify the 
magnitude of health effects and populations 
at greatest risk. For example, CDC has con-
ducted research on the relationship between 
hantavirus pulmonary syndrome and rain-
fall, as well as research assessing the impact 
of climate variability and climate change on 
temperature-related morbidity and mor-
tality. This information will help enable 
public health action to be targeted and will 
help determine the best methods of commu-
nicating risk. CDC can serve as a credible 
source of information on health risks and ac-
tions that individuals can take to reduce 
their risk. In addition, CDC has several 
state-of-the-art laboratories conducting re-
search on such issues as chemicals and 
human exposure, radiological testing, and in-
fectious diseases. This research capacity is 
an asset in working to more fully understand 
the health consequences of climate change. 
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Communication: CDC has expertise in 

health and risk communication, and has de-
ployed this expertise in areas as diverse as 
smoking, HIV infection, and cancer screen-
ing. Effective communication can alert the 
public to health risks associated with cli-
mate change, avoid inappropriate responses, 
and encourage constructive protective be-
haviors. 

While CDC can offer technical support and 
expertise in these and other activities, much 
of this work needs to be carried out at the 
state and local level. For example, CDC can 
support climate change preparedness activi-
ties in public health agencies, and climate 
change and health research in universities, 
as is currently practiced for a variety of 
other health challenges. 

CONCLUSION 
An effective public health response to cli-

mate change can prevent injuries, illnesses, 
and death and enhance overall public health 
preparedness. Protecting Americans from 
the health effects of climate change directly 
correlates to CDC’s four overarching Health 
Protection Goals of Healthy People in Every 
Stage of Life, Healthy People in Healthy 
Places, People Prepared for Emerging Health 
Threats, and Healthy People in a Healthy 
World. 

While we still need more focus and empha-
sis on public health preparedness for climate 
change, many of our existing programs and 
scientific expertise provide a solid founda-
tion to move forward. Many of the activities 
needed to protect Americans from the health 
effects of climate change are mutually bene-
ficial for overall public health. In addition, 
health and the environment are closely 
linked, as strongly demonstrated by the 
issue of climate change. Because of this link-
age it is also important that potential health 
effects of environmental solutions be fully 
considered. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to 
provide this testimony on the potential 
health effects of global climate change and 
for your continued support of CDC’s essen-
tial public health work. 

Mr. CARDIN. I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Washington is 
recognized. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for 10 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

ADMINISTRATION SPENDING PRIORITIES 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, over 

the past few months we have sent the 
President critical legislation that in-
vests in our country’s transportation, 
economy, health and safety needs. 
Funding these priorities will make our 
country safer, our communities 
healthier, and our economy stronger. 
Unfortunately, it seems the President 
doesn’t share these priorities. He has 
proposed to this Congress harmful 
budget cuts, and now he says he is 
going to veto several of these vital bills 
because we are asking for $22 billion 
more than he requested. He says our 
domestic spending is ‘‘irresponsible and 
excessive.’’ 

I personally find that hard to under-
stand when, at the same time as he is 
saying that, he wants $196 billion in 
emergency spending for the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. By the way, that 
does not include any money for our 

veterans. In fact, the $22 billion we 
want to invest at home represents less 
than what the President spends in Iraq 
in 3 months. That, not these bills, is 
what I think is irresponsible and exces-
sive. We have to make sure we are not 
ignoring our needs here at home. The 
appropriations bills have the support of 
both parties. They ensure that our 
roads and our bridges, our airports, our 
railways are in good condition. They 
assure that our workers and families 
are healthy and our children have a 
chance to succeed. They assure that we 
have enough law enforcement officers 
to keep our communities safe. These 
bills simply restore some of the money 
the President cut and take a modest 
step forward after years of going in the 
wrong direction. 

A healthy transportation system is 
vital to a healthy community. We need 
to ensure that our families can get to 
school or get to work and that goods 
move from place to place. But when he 
says no to our bill that provides money 
for transportation and housing and 
urban development, what the President 
is saying no to is the investments that 
ensure that our communities are 
strong, that prevent disasters—such as 
the bridge collapse in Minneapolis— 
from happening in this country again. 

I am baffled, frankly, that the Presi-
dent’s request for the war includes 
about $200 million for the construction 
of secondary roads in Afghanistan. He 
wants to spend $200 million on roads in 
Afghanistan but he is upset about our 
amendment to fix bridges in the United 
States. 

Clearly, this administration thinks 
these projects are a priority for Iraq 
and a priority for Afghanistan; other-
wise, the President would not have in-
cluded them in his emergency spending 
bill for the war. So I ask, why doesn’t 
the President think the roads and 
bridges are a priority in our country, 
in the United States? 

At the same time the President is 
waging war overseas, we are here try-
ing to make sure our employers have 
workers, that our families have access 
to health care, that our children get a 
good education. Tuesday night an over-
whelming majority of this Senate 
voted to spend $11 billion over the 
President’s request on Labor, Health 
and Human Services and Education 
programs so we could do that. That bill 
we passed would invest in cutting-edge 
medical research for diseases such as 
Alzheimer’s and diabetes and cancer, 
research that brings hope to millions of 
Americans. In taking that vote the 
other evening, a bipartisan group of 
Senators agreed to restore funds for 
education, for jobs training, for health 
systems, when President Bush would 
have left them to cope with yet an-
other year of unfunded mandates and 
empty promises. 

The children’s health insurance bill 
that we approved earlier this year also 
is intended to help millions of our chil-
dren. That bill, too, achieved a major-
ity of support in the House and in the 

Senate but not from the President. 
Those bills would make Americans 
healthier and the economy more com-
petitive. But the President disagrees. 
He says these programs are ‘‘irrespon-
sible and excessive.’’ 

But guess what he proposes in his 
$196 billion request for Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. He asks for $25 million for 
economic development projects to fos-
ter job creation—in Iraq. And $60 mil-
lion to fund economic projects to sus-
tain development in the tribal areas of 
Pakistan. 

Let me say it another way. He plans 
to veto job creation and economic de-
velopment right here at home, but he 
is asking us to spend millions of dollars 
in emergency funding on similar pro-
grams in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

The President says $196 billion that 
he is requesting for the war is nec-
essary to make our world safer. We be-
lieve we also need to invest more in 
safety here at home. Our bill funding 
Commerce, Justice and Science pro-
grams works hard to ensure that our 
communities have enough FBI agents 
and police on our streets here at home. 
Like the other programs we want to 
fund, that bill restores the cuts that 
the President had proposed. Few bills 
are as important to the safety of our 
communities as that one. 

I am especially concerned that the 
President is threatening to veto that 
bill because of how it affects my home 
State and the Nation. Six years after 9/ 
11, the administration still has not re-
placed 2,400 law enforcement agents 
across the country that it reassigned 
to counterterrorism after 9/11. 

In my home State of Washington, we 
were hit very hard by that. According 
to an investigation by the Seattle 
Post-Intelligencer, our Seattle news-
paper, we have a critical shortage of 
FBI agents: 2.1 agents for every 100,000 
residents or about half the national av-
erage. 

The shift to counterterrorism has 
left our law enforcement shorthanded. 
Local police and sheriffs told me that 
the FBI has ‘‘virtually disappeared’’ 
from white-collar crime investigations. 
They told me the FBI does not have 
the resources today to adequately staff 
antigang task forces. 

Criminals have not stopped robbing 
our banks or dealing drugs or stealing 
identities. An amendment I included in 
that bill would take steps to get more 
FBI agents into my community and 
wherever they are needed. 

But the President said he is going to 
veto that bill. In so doing, he is going 
to veto our amendment. If we can 
spend $10 billion a month for the war in 
Iraq, we should be willing to spend a 
fraction of that to ensure the security 
of our citizens at home. 

Clearly, the President is the one who 
is being ‘‘excessive’’ and ‘‘irrespon-
sible.’’ This might be an abstract de-
bate about Federal funding for the 
President, but I think all of us know 
here it is about real people; it is about 
hard-working parents who are search-
ing for a way to get health care for 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:37 Nov 30, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\CRONLINE\2007BA~1\2007NE~2\S25OC7.REC S25OC7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES13424 October 25, 2007 
their own families when it has not been 
provided by their employers. It is 
about citizens out of traffic jams, and 
ensuring that our roads and bridges are 
safe to drive on. It is about making 
sure the people we represent can trust 
that enough law enforcement officers 
will be there to fight crime in their 
neighborhoods. 

When I travel around Washington 
State, people tell me they want hope 
and they want change. Whether it is 
the war in Iraq or gas prices or access 
to health insurance, people today feel a 
real weight on their shoulders. They 
are looking for a light at the end of the 
tunnel. By vetoing those important 
bills, and failing to invest in the safe-
ty, health, and economic future of all 
Americans, the President keeps put-
ting out that light. We are investing 
$22 billion over last year in the future 
of our country. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
these bills as we move forward on be-
half of the millions of American chil-
dren and families who would benefit. I 
hope the President is listening. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The assistant majority leader. 
IRAN 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the bill 
before us is a very important bill for 
our country. It is the reauthorization 
of the Amtrak operation which serves 
Illinois and most of our Nation very 
well. It is one of the most successful 
modes of transportation in terms of 
growth in our country. 

In the last year the ridership on Am-
trak in Illinois has doubled. Doubled. 
That is an indication of a commitment, 
not only from the State of Illinois to 
make that happen, but also with the 
price of gasoline a lot of people are dis-
covering the train again. They are 
back on those trains traveling between 
St. Louis and Chicago, Quincy and Chi-
cago, Carbondale and Chicago, stu-
dents, families, business people. That is 
a good thing. 

I salute Senators Lautenberg and 
Lott for bringing this authorization 
bill to the floor. I definitely want it to 
pass as quickly as possible. I hope we 
will show the support for Amtrak 
which has been lacking for some time 
in the past but in the future needs to 
be there. 

I want to discuss an amendment 
which I am going to offer which has 
nothing to do with Amtrak, and per-
haps it will not be allowed at this mo-
ment in time in the debate. But I will 
offer it because I think it is timely, 
and I offer it because if it is not al-
lowed on this bill at this time, I hope 
we will have a chance to bring it up in 
the very near future. 

I can recall a little over 5 years ago, 
on the floor of the Senate, when we de-
bated the invasion of Iraq. Those votes 
are historic and very personal. Mem-
bers who were called on to make those 
decisions will never forget the anguish 
they face when they have to decide 
whether to send our Nation to war. We 

know it is the most important vote 
that can be cast. We know even under 
the best of circumstances Americans 
will die if we go to war. We hope our 
enemy will be vanquished, but we know 
that innocent people will also die. 

A little over 5 years ago, that deci-
sion was made on the floor of the Sen-
ate to go forward with the invasion of 
Iraq. There were many of us who had 
serious misgivings about that decision. 
I was one of 23 Senators, 22 on the 
Democratic side, 1 on the Republican 
side, who voted against the authoriza-
tion of military force. 

I felt the President had not made a 
strong case for that invasion. I felt he 
did not have a sound plan for an inva-
sion and a victory. I felt the American 
people had been misled; misled about 
Saddam Hussein, misled about weapons 
of mass destruction, misled about the 
impact of this almost unilateral inva-
sion by the United States into Iraq. 

Well, here we are in the fifth year of 
the war, over 3,800 Americans have 
been killed, 30,000 injured, more than 
10,000 seriously injured, with amputa-
tions and serious burns, traumatic 
brain injury. With the President’s lat-
est request, the spending on the war in 
Iraq will reach three-quarters of a tril-
lion dollars. In 5 years, three-quarters 
of a trillion dollars, $750 billion; 
money, which if spent in the United 
States on Amtrak, on medical re-
search, on health care, on education, 
would have had a dramatic, historic 
impact, a positive impact on America. 

But, no, it was spent in the course of 
a war that has no end in sight. Our men 
and women in uniform have shown ex-
traordinary bravery and courage under 
amazing, trying circumstances in the 
civil war we never bargained for. 

When we went to war in Iraq, the 
President said the reasons were clear: 
first, depose Saddam Hussein; second, 
to rid our world of his weapons of mass 
destruction; and, third, to protect 
threats against America’s security. 

Here we are almost 5 years later with 
Saddam Hussein gone, no weapons of 
mass destruction, and the only threat 
to America’s security being the threat 
to our own soldiers and occupational 
forces in Iraq. 

The debate seems to have moved 
from Iraq to another neighboring coun-
try, at least in the eyes of the White 
House, that is, the country of Iran. We 
continue to hear the most bellicose, 
warlike statements coming from the 
President and Vice President about the 
potential for the invasion of Iran. 

Make no mistake, Iran cannot be ig-
nored. It has fostered a foreign policy 
that supports some of the worst actors 
in the Middle East, from Hezbollah to 
Hamas. It is pursuing a nuclear pro-
gram despite international condemna-
tion. It has threatened to wipe our 
strong ally Israel off the map. There is 
plenty of evidence to suggest Iran is 
complicit in supplying training and 
materials for attacks against our sol-
diers in Iraq. 

Senator GORDON SMITH of Oregon and 
I have introduced bipartisan legisla-

tion, the Iran Counterproliferation Act 
of 2007. It would tighten sanctions 
against Iran if it does not halt its nu-
clear programs. It stops short, clearly 
stops short, of calling for military ac-
tion. That is the reason I come today. 

I continue to be concerned that this 
administration is going to move too 
far, too fast, toward military action 
against Iran. The positioning of some 
of our battle forces, the statements 
from Vice President CHENEY and Presi-
dent Bush trouble me. They trouble me 
because in August the McClatchy 
Newspapers reported that the Vice 
President proposed U.S. air strikes in-
side Iran. Earlier this month, President 
Bush said if we were interested in 
avoiding World War III—these are his 
words, World War III—we ought to be 
concerned about preventing Iran from 
gaining the knowledge needed to 
produce nuclear weapons. 

This week, Vice President CHENEY 
said, during an event in Lynchburg, 
Virginia, that the United States and 
others are ‘‘prepared to impose serious 
consequences’’ on Iran. This troubles 
me. If this administration believes it 
has some authority from Congress for 
the invasion of Iran, I challenge them 
to show me what that authority is. 
They certainly did not receive that au-
thority with their authorization to use 
military force in Iraq. That was never 
even considered. There has been no ac-
tion I am aware of since which would 
given them that authority. 

If they think they have some inher-
ent power to launch an invasion of an-
other country such as Iran, they are 
clearly wrong, wrong because of this 
document, our Constitution. The Con-
stitution makes clear in article I, sec-
tion 8, that the power to declare war is 
vested in the American people through 
their elected representatives in Con-
gress, in the House and in the Senate. 

I come to the floor today to remind 
not only my colleagues but the admin-
istration that they have solemn con-
stitutional responsibilities. Before 
they initiate any offensive action in 
Iran, they have to come to the Con-
gress for the authority to do so. To do 
otherwise is, in my mind, not only 
reckless but clearly unconstitutional. 

I want to take a moment to read this 
resolution I have proposed because it is 
very short. It is two sentences: 

The Senate hereby affirms that Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution of the United 
States vests in Congress all power to declare 
war. 

And, paragraph 2: 
Any offensive military action taken by the 

United States against Iran must be explic-
itly approved by Congress before such action 
may be initiated. 

The wording is concise and limited, 
and I hope makes a clear point. That 
point is, the Constitution counts. This 
President, no President, has the au-
thority for unilateral invasion of a 
country. Every President has the 
power to defend America and Ameri-
cans. But to initiate an invasion of 
Iran at this point in our history would 
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be not only a terrible foreign policy 
mistake, but violate the constitutional 
processes we have set in place, a Con-
stitution we have all sworn to uphold. 

I understand that this bill, this Am-
trak authorization bill, is hardly a bill 
to debate the constitutional authority 
to go to war or foreign policy on Iran, 
but I continue to be troubled day in 
and day out with statements by the 
President and Vice President to sug-
gest that we are somehow preparing in 
any way, shape, or form for offensive 
military action in Iran. 

I know my time is limited. I thank 
the sponsor of the legislation that is 
now pending, and the Republican mi-
nority leader on this committee. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending amendments be set aside so 
this amendment be might be called up, 
with the understanding that it is not 
likely to be allowed, but to let my col-
leagues know I am going to introduce 
this as separate legislation. I hope they 
will join me in cosponsoring it and join 
me as well in finding the first available 
venue and forum to raise this impor-
tant constitutional issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, first, I thank the 
Senator for his comments about our ef-
forts on the Amtrak legislation. This is 
the Amtrak legislation, and I do not 
think it is the place to have this debate 
he is proposing. He acknowledges such. 
In view of that, I would object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at 3:15 
today, the Senate proceed to vote in re-
lation to the Sununu amendment No. 
3446, with no amendment in order to 
the amendment prior to the vote; and 
that the 4 minutes immediately prior 
to the vote be divided as follows: 1 
minute each for Senator LAUTENBERG, 
myself, and Senator LOTT, or our des-
ignees, and 2 minutes for Senator 
SUNUNU. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, first, if 
I could clarify the agreement that was 
just enumerated here, at 3:15 then we 
will move to a vote on the pending 
Sununu amendment, and prior to that, 
it will give us a chance on both sides of 
the issue to make some brief remarks, 
and Senator SUNUNU will be back mo-
mentarily to make some comments 
and an explanation of his amendment. 

The amendment would modify the 
bill’s competition pilot program to 
allow an unlimited number of existing 
Amtrak routes to be open to competi-
tion from freight rails that seek to op-
erate passenger trains in exchange for 
Amtrak’s current subsidy. 

We have worked on this issue before. 
Senator SUNUNU had this amendment 
the last time this bill came up. We 
worked out a compromise that is in the 
bill which is to have a pilot program. 

Philosophically, I am attracted to this 
amendment. I do think we ought to 
have competition. I think it makes 
sense maybe for the freight lines to 
provide this passenger service. But this 
is a major change in what is currently 
done. So rather than just leaping into 
this in an uncertain and an unknown 
way in terms of its impact, results, 
what would happen to Amtrak, how it 
would impact the service, the alter-
native is to go with what we worked 
out a couple years ago, and that is a 
competitive pilot program that would 
allow two routes a year—not two total; 
it is two a year—to get into this com-
petitive pilot program area, see how it 
works, find out the details, assess the 
good and the bad and the costly which 
could come out of it. That is the pre-
ferred way to go. We do say we will 
have this for the life of the bill, which 
is a number of years, so it could be up 
to 10 or 12 routes that may be involved 
eventually. 

This is a new concept, and we believe 
what we have outlined in the provi-
sions of S. 294 will prescribe it in such 
a way that it won’t cause problems and 
we can see if it works. It may work. I 
emphasize, this is something I may 
want to move toward in the future. But 
I want us to have a national rail pas-
senger system, No. 1. I want us to quit 
starving Amtrak and then blasting 
them because they don’t do better even 
though we know they don’t have the 
money to do the job. I want us to give 
them clear instructions for reform and 
to evaluate routes and have better gov-
ernance. We have put this in the bill. 
This will be a major plus for Amtrak, 
to give them more authority. 

Some of these routes could be shut 
down. We had the earlier Sununu 
amendment that we think could have 
led to a pretty precipitous shutting 
down of six or eight of these long-dis-
tance routes in other parts of the coun-
try. That would have been a mistake. 
But I do think that, more than likely, 
over a period of 2 or 3 years, you can’t 
defend an individual subsidy per pas-
senger of $500 or $600. 

More and more, as we make this a 
more attractive entity, deal with the 
capital needs, improve the trackage 
that is available for them to use, get 
better governance, then it will be more 
attractive for competition to come 
into play. Maybe States will have more 
operations, as well as the freight lines. 

I understand the goal of Senator 
SUNUNU. I appreciate the fact that he is 
not one who has just been critical. He 
is engaged. He is thinking about it. He 
has some ideas. But I urge defeat of 
this amendment. Let’s see how the 
pilot program works and then, in 4 or 5 
years, evaluate what we have seen and 
perhaps do something more. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey is recognized. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-

dent, we are examining an amendment 
offered by Senator SUNUNU. As we have 
just heard, we have been through this 

somewhat before. The amendment 
would open to privatization all of Am-
trak’s long-distance and corridor train 
routes and give Federal funding to pri-
vate companies to do what Amtrak 
does with no additional contract over-
sight. We saw something with the Brit-
ish experience—that there is potential 
for disaster when you fully privatize a 
national railroad. In the UK, wholesale 
privatization of their rail line did not 
work. In the end, safety was com-
promised for profits, and several died 
in horrific train derailments. 

Our bill does not allow a complete 
selloff of our entire national railroad. 
It does, however, provide a controlled 
procedure for competitive bidding on a 
limited number of routes. This com-
petition will be allowed only under 
strong supervision by Federal regu-
lators. The Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration, which also overseas rail safety, 
will start by accepting bids from other 
railroads interested in running pas-
senger trains for one to two train 
routes. This is an experiment to see if 
the Government can save any money 
by letting someone other than Amtrak 
try to run passenger train service. 

Railroading in America is a complex 
operation. Most railroads currently in 
service can trace their roots back 150 
years. There are comprehensive safety 
standards that must be met. There are 
laws that apply only to the railroad in-
dustry. You have to share limited in-
frastructure with other railroads. 
Wholesale privatization of Amtrak is 
not in our country’s best interest. The 
traveling public relies on the expertise 
of American railroads for safe and effi-
cient service. 

Under our bill, a limited experiment 
can be attempted for competitive bid-
ding with proper oversight. Expanding 
it by including the Sununu amend-
ment, frankly, could be disastrous. It is 
hard to imagine that we would permit 
residents in a hospital or medical 
learning experience to go ahead and 
start doing surgery. Say take a couple 
of cases, we will examine them, and 
then we will go on to full-time oper-
ation with your skills. Meanwhile, you 
don’t just throw the whole thing to-
gether and take a chance that you are 
right. We have included an opportunity 
for two of these competitive bids to 
take place in a year and see what the 
results are and then decide whether we 
go further, instead of throwing the 
whole works in there at one time. 

For obvious reasons, I oppose this 
amendment. I urge my colleagues to 
vote against it. We are just now doing 
a whole reform of Amtrak. We are re-
ducing operating costs as a requisite 
and doing much more to improve rail 
service. It is obvious that rail service is 
and has to be an essential part of our 
transportation infrastructure. 

I oppose this amendment. I hope my 
colleagues will stand up and say: No, 
we are going to give Amtrak a chance 
to operate because we desperately need 
it. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SUNUNU. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SUNUNU. Madam President, we 
will have a vote shortly on the second 
amendment I have offered. Senator 
LAUTENBERG just spoke a little bit 
about the amendment. I certainly want 
to clarify for the record what the in-
tention of the amendment is and what 
its practical impact would be. 

This is not a wholesale privatization 
of Amtrak—far from it. The provision 
in the legislation allows two routes 
under supervision, oversight as de-
scribed by Senator LAUTENBERG, to be 
put out for competitive bid to see if 
there is another service provider that 
can run the trains on those routes, de-
livering better service at a better cost. 
That makes good sense—good sense for 
riders and taxpayers. It is not a whole-
sale privatization by any stretch, espe-
cially considering the supervision and 
oversight that would have to be in 
place for this competitive bidding proc-
ess. 

Senator LAUTENBERG used the phrase 
or description about this being a learn-
ing experience and you don’t want to 
have people in a medical environment 
in a learning experience then suddenly 
asked to do major surgery. I think I 
understand what he was trying to sug-
gest, but I listened to that phrase and 
it implies to a certain degree that the 
management team at Amtrak is a 
bunch of amateurs that can’t be trust-
ed. That is not the case at all. They un-
derstand these routes, the operation, 
the nature of the service they are pro-
viding. They are in the best position to 
help determine how routes should be 
put out for competitive bid. My amend-
ment simply says there is no reason to 
limit the number to two. Why would 
we do that? Because we don’t trust 
them? We don’t think they will do a 
good job? We don’t think they want to 
deliver good service at a competitive 
cost? Why would we limit them to two? 
My amendment would allow competi-
tion in more than two routes. It would 
not mandate it or require it. It 
wouldn’t force anyone’s hand. It simply 
would remove a very arbitrary limit on 
the number of routes that can be put 
out in a competitive bid to companies 
run more effectively and efficiently for 
riders and taxpayers. That is about as 
simple as you can get. It does make 
good sense. It doesn’t destroy the sys-
tem. It doesn’t throw anyone out of 
work. It doesn’t undermine the integ-
rity of the reforms that are already in 
the bill by any stretch. I think it sim-
ply allows us to get an even better idea 
of whether those reforms have an im-
pact. 

Senator LAUTENBERG described a 
process where up to two routes, as al-
lowed for in the bill, would be competi-

tively bid. Then the managers at Am-
trak would look to see how successful 
it was and be able to go from there. 
That isn’t true. In fact, that is just 
what I am trying to deal with. They 
wouldn’t be able to go from there be-
cause there is a limitation that they 
could only do two. So if they decided 
that this was very effective, they 
wouldn’t be empowered to use this tool 
to even greater advantage without 
Congress coming back and changing 
the law and changing the statute. That 
is not going to happen anytime soon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SUNUNU. We have already seen 
how difficult it is to pass this bill as 
written. I encourage support for my 
amendment. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-

dent, we ought to crawl before we 
walk, to use the old adage. We have to 
learn it firsthand without putting the 
whole thing at risk. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, have 
the yeas and nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, they 
have not. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I yield 

back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

is yielded back. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment, as modified. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN), 
the Senator from New York (Mrs. CLIN-
TON), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN), the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. OBAMA) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) would vote 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG) and 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WEBB). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 27, 
nays 64, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 396 Leg.] 

YEAS—27 

Alexander 
Allard 
Barrasso 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 

Coburn 
Cornyn 
DeMint 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Inhofe 
Isakson 

Kyl 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Sununu 
Thune 
Vitter 

NAYS—64 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corker 
Craig 
Crapo 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lott 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 

Nelson (NE) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Tester 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—9 

Biden 
Clinton 
Dodd 

Feinstein 
Gregg 
Kennedy 

Lieberman 
McCain 
Obama 

The amendment (No. 3456), as modi-
fied, was rejected. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
note the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, Senator 
LAUTENBERG is here, chairman of the 
subcommittee. He is working with Sen-
ator MURRAY on a couple amendments. 
We have a couple amendments by Sen-
ator DEMINT that we have cleared. We 
are hoping we will have a chance to 
visit with Senator DEMINT or some of 
his representatives momentarily and 
maybe clear some other amendments. I 
thank Senator DEMINT for coming 
over. He actually came over with a 
block of nine amendments, and we are 
working through those. Some of them 
we can certainly accept. We will work 
through the rest. 

Senator REID was very generous yes-
terday in agreeing that we wouldn’t 
complete this bill until Senators had a 
chance to review it and come up with 
amendments, even as late as Tuesday 
morning, provided they were germane; 
otherwise, we could finish this bill this 
evening. 

We have another issue that has been 
interjected; that is, the Internet tax 
issue. I know Members on both sides 
and the leadership are working out 
when and how we would get to vote on 
that important issue because next 
Thursday, if we don’t come up with 
something, the Internet moratorium 
on taxes will expire November 1. We 
have to deal with the issue. 

I call on my colleagues, if you have 
amendments of any kind on the Am-
trak legislation, come over and offer 
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them. We will work through them this 
afternoon. I don’t know what the lead-
ership is going to decide with regard to 
votes later on this evening or tomor-
row, but there will not be any votes on 
Monday, as previously announced by 
the leadership. So we will have to ei-
ther deal with these amendments that 
might come up this afternoon or to-
morrow or Tuesday. 

After we dispose of the Internet tax, 
everybody needs to know that this bill 
can and should and will be finished be-
fore sundown Tuesday. That is what 
the leader, Senator REID, wants. That 
is what Senator MCCONNELL wishes to 
accommodate. It is my intent to work 
with Senator LAUTENBERG to drive this 
bill to conclusion. It is not controver-
sial. What is in here is broadly sup-
ported. We had 93 votes last time. We 
may get more this time. Of the amend-
ments that have been offered, the most 
an amendment has received was 27 
votes. We are going to continue to look 
for ways to do even more that is posi-
tive for Amtrak. But we need to go 
ahead and be done with this next Tues-
day. 

I yield the floor to hear any remarks 
the chairman has. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Very briefly, I 
join Senator LOTT in telling our col-
leagues to come on down if they have 
something they want to put into this 
bill. We are on the edge of progress, 
and we ought to move ahead. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 3457, AS MODIFIED, AND 3459, 

AS MODIFIED 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the pending amendment be 
set aside, and I call up en bloc the Mur-
ray amendments Nos. 3457 and 3459 and 
ask unanimous consent that the 
amendments be modified with the 
changes at the desk; that the amend-
ments, as modified, be considered and 
agreed to and the motions to recon-
sider be laid upon the table en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE). Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendments (Nos. 3457 and 3459), 

as modified, were agreed to, as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 3457, AS MODIFIED 

On page 189, after line 25, add the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 501. STRATEGIC PLAN ON EXPANDED 

CROSS-BORDER PASSENGER RAIL 
SERVICE DURING THE 2010 OLYMPIC 
GAMES. 

Not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, Amtrak shall, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, the Secretary of Homeland Security, 
the Washington State Department of Trans-
portation, and the owners of the relevant 
railroad infrastructure— 

(1) develop a strategic plan to facilitate ex-
panded passenger rail service across the 
international border between the United 
States and Canada during the 2010 Olympic 
Games on the Amtrak passenger rail route 
between Vancouver, British Columbia, Can-
ada, and Eugene, Oregon (commonly known 
as ‘‘Amtrak Cascades’’); 

(2) develop recommendations for the De-
partment of Homeland Security to process 

efficiently rail passengers traveling on Am-
trak Cascades across such international bor-
der during the 2010 Olympic Games; and 

(3) submit to Congress a report containing 
the strategic plan described in paragraph (1) 
and the recommendations described in para-
graph (2). 

AMENDMENT NO. 3459, AS MODIFIED 
On page 33, between lines 10 and 11, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 210A. REPORT ON SERVICE DELAYS ON CER-

TAIN PASSENGER RAIL ROUTES. 
Not later than 6 months after the date of 

the enactment of this Act, the Inspector 
General of the Department of Transportation 
shall submit to Congress a report that— 

(1) describes service delays and the sources 
of such delays on— 

(A) the Amtrak passenger rail route be-
tween Seattle, Washington, and Los Angeles, 
California (commonly known as the ‘‘Coast 
Starlight’’); and 

(B) the Amtrak passenger rail route be-
tween Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, 
and Eugene, Oregon (commonly known as 
‘‘Amtrak Cascades’’); and 

(2) contains recommendations for improv-
ing the on-time performance of such routes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3460 AND 3461 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Senator DEMINT, I ask unanimous 
consent that the pending amendment 
be set aside, and I call up amendments 
Nos. 3460 and 3461. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report en bloc. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT], 

for Mr. DEMINT, proposes en bloc amend-
ments numbered 3460 and 3461. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments en bloc are as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 3460 
(Purpose: To ensure that capital investment 

grants authorized under section 24402 of 
title 49, United States Code, may be used 
for passenger rail infrastructure) 
On page 63, line 9, insert ‘‘, infrastructure,’’ 

after ‘‘facilities’’. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3461 

(Purpose: To direct the Government Ac-
countability Office to conduct a study that 
compares passenger rail systems in certain 
developed countries) 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. 306. PASSENGER RAIL SYSTEM COMPARISON 
STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall complete a study that compares the 
passenger rail system in the United States 
with the passenger rail systems in Canada, 
Germany, Great Britain, and Japan. 

(b) ISSUES TO BE STUDIED.—The study con-
ducted under subsection (a) shall include a 
country-by-country comparison of— 

(1) the development of high speed rail; 
(2) passenger rail operating costs; 
(3) the amount and payment source of rail 

line construction and maintenance costs; 
(4) the amount and payment source of sta-

tion construction and maintenance costs; 
(5) passenger rail debt service costs; 

(6) passenger rail labor agreements and as-
sociated costs; 

(7) the net profit realized by the major pas-
senger rail service providers in each of the 4 
most recent quarters; 

(8) the percentage of the passenger rail sys-
tem’s costs that are paid from general gov-
ernment revenues; and 

(9) the method used by the government to 
provide the subsidies described in paragraph 
(8). 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the completion of the study under subsection 
(a), the Comptroller General shall submit a 
report containing the findings of such study 
to— 

(1) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, these 
amendments have been cleared on both 
sides. I, therefore, ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendments (Nos. 3460 and 3461) 

were agreed to. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we do have 

two more amendments by Senator 
DEMINT that I think have been cleared, 
but we are waiting to have a chance to 
discuss with Senator DEMINT some of 
the other amendments. We are trying 
to get sort of an equal amount agreed 
to as we go forward. But we are trying 
to clear the deck of some of these 
amendments, and we are going to con-
tinue to work on that. Hopefully, we 
can dispose of another four or five 
amendments this afternoon even. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. ALLARD per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2241 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for up to 10 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBPRIME FORECLOSURES 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, today 
the Joint Economic Committee re-
leased a report highlighting the impact 
of subprime foreclosures on local 
economies. It confirmed what many of 
us know: When homes go into fore-
closure, it is not just the homeowner 
and the tragedy to that family; whole 
communities suffer. When entire neigh-
borhoods fall victim to foreclosures, 
communities are often devastated. 

Today’s report shows that in Ohio, 
there are more than 293,000 outstanding 
sub-prime loans—293,000 in a State of 11 
million people, perhaps 3 million-plus 
households; 293,000 outstanding 
subprime loans. Every outstanding 
loan represents a family, an Ohio fam-
ily, that is so close to losing their 
home. 

The estimated loss of property value 
this year in Ohio is more than $3.7 bil-
lion. The estimated local tax loss, that 
is local government revenue all over 
the State, this year is more than $31 
million. That is lost revenue needed to 
pay for firefighters, for schoolteachers, 
for police officers, and for rescue squad 
vehicles and their workers. That lost 
revenue means poorer service and less 
service for those communities already 
suffering from poverty and suffering 
from the foreclosures themselves. 

Two years ago, when Hurricane 
Katrina’s storm surge left thousands 
homeless, Congress and the American 
people leapt to respond. We were 
moved and ashamed by the images we 
saw in our newspapers and on tele-
vision. We were moved by the images, 
and ashamed, frankly, by our Govern-
ment’s lack of response. Most of us 
could not believe this could happen in 
our country. Today, we are witnessing 
the economic equivalent of Katrina in 
the housing market—a slow moving 
storm surge that is leaving hundreds of 
thousands, perhaps millions, of people 
in this country without a home. They 
have lost their homes, they have lost 
their American dream. It started on 
Lake Erie rather than on Lake Pont-
chartrain, but it has spread to all cor-
ners of our country—from New York to 
the Presiding Officer’s Florida, from 
California to Minnesota. As today’s re-
port shows, subprime lending doesn’t 
just hurt families, it hurts entire com-
munities. 

Unfortunately, the response to date 
in some ways has been worse than 
Katrina. Regulators have been slow to 
use their authority to act, Congress 
has done next to nothing, and the 
President, as before with Katrina, 
made a speech and then moved on. The 
Treasury Department sprang into ac-
tion when Wall Street was looking at 
losses, but it has not applied the same 
energy or commitment to the thou-
sands upon thousands of families in 
Slavic Village, near Cleveland, in Co-
lumbus and Lima, in Mansfield and 
Marion, or Zanesville. Thousands and 
thousands of families in those commu-
nities are losing their homes. 

Whole neighborhoods in Cleveland 
and Dayton and cities throughout the 
State are drowning in foreclosures. 
Things are going to get worse before 
they get better. We know that, because 
the adjustable rate mortgages are 
about to reset day after day, week 
after week, month after month in our 
communities. Almost every day the 
news brings more evidence of how wide-
spread this problem has become for 
banks—losses in Merrill Lynch, layoffs 
at Bank of America, and huge layoffs 
at National City Bank in my State. 

Even as National City announces the 
layoff of 1,000 people in Ohio, in the 
first 9 months of this year, since Janu-
ary, 100,000 foreclosure filings have al-
ready stacked up, with every county in 
our State contributing to that stack. 

Home sales are down, prices are 
down, and problems are showing up in 
prime markets. But we have yet to see 
the worst of it. Resets of subprime ad-
justable rate mortgages will peak this 
fall, ease up a bit, and then skyrocket 
next fall. Throughout the time these 
mortgages were being made, under-
writing standards fell further and fur-
ther. So on top of the enormous volume 
of loans resetting over the next 12 to 15 
months, the likelihood of all those 2–28 
loans made in 2006 defaulting in 2008 is 
likely to get worse. 

We are already in record territory 
when it comes to this year’s loans, but 
we have made a start in addressing this 
crisis. The $200 million contained in 
the housing appropriations bill passed 
by the Senate must be maintained or 
increased in the bill sent to the Presi-
dent. And he must sign it. He must do 
something about this. That would be a 
major first step to helping those neigh-
borhood organizations, those not-for- 
profits. There is a terrific one in To-
ledo, and several in my State and in 
the State of Florida too. It will matter 
to those people who are about to lose 
their homes. They are delinquent in 
their payments, perhaps because of the 
reset and a higher mortgage, or be-
cause their taxes and insurance were 
added when they didn’t know they 
weren’t included, or when they were 
simply deceived or betrayed by fraudu-
lent mortgage brokers. 

This $200 million is not a bailout. It 
is only to help them renegotiate their 
loans so their delinquencies won’t turn 
into foreclosures. And the President, as 
I said, must sign this bill. 

The regulators need to act and act 
quickly with strong protections for 
consumers, and Congress must act to 
codify and build on those protections. 
Mortgage bankers must be held ac-
countable for their actions. They can 
no longer sell loans without regard to 
whether a borrower can afford to pay 
them back. And banks have to be re-
sponsible as well. Underwriting stand-
ards have to ensure that borrowers 
qualify at the real rate rather than the 
teaser rate. No more of that. Escrows 
have to be set up for subprime loans, as 
they are for prime loans, and put 
money aside for insurance and for 

taxes. No-document loans need to be-
come a thing of the past. 

Just because the subprime crisis is 
less visible than the destruction of a 
hurricane, it is no less damaging. All of 
us need to respond. Our response must 
be comprehensive and our response 
needs to happen now. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida.) Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MAYTAG PLANT CLOSING 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, tomor-
row with the closing of the Maytag 
manufacturing plant in Newton, IA, a 
beloved Iowa institution and an icon in 
the history of industrial America will 
be gone forever. 

The Maytag brand, synonymous with 
product quality and reliability, will 
still be attached to rebranded Whirl-
pool Corporation appliances, but do not 
be fooled, those products will no longer 
be made by loyal, skilled, experienced, 
Iowa workers. They will be made else-
where. 

This is a heartbreaking loss to the 
Newton community, Newton, IA, and a 
loss felt by people across my State of 
Iowa. Maytag was founded in Newton 
by Fredrick Louis Maytag, in 1893, as a 
manufacturer of farm equipment. Four-
teen years later, the company intro-
duced its first washing machine, which 
it produced during seasonal downturns 
in the farm implement business. 

Newton soon became known as the 
washing machine capital of the world. 
By the time it was acquired by Whirl-
pool in 2006, Maytag Corporation was a 
$4.7 billion company with 18,000 em-
ployees worldwide. 

But the center of its operations, the 
heart of its operations, was Newton, 
IA, with 2,800 employees. Now, it is all 
gone. Thousands of good-paying jobs 
and the economic foundation of an en-
tire community. 

For generations, Iowans eagerly went 
to work at Maytag, and Maytag was an 
integral part of the Newton commu-
nity. Maytag workers helped to build a 
thriving local economy. The children 
of Maytag assembly line workers and 
the children of the Maytag executives 
all went to the same high-quality 
schools. 

When children graduated from high 
school or from college, many came 
home to Newton to work at Maytag, ei-
ther on the line or as executives. To-
gether, workers and management at 
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Maytag built a wonderful community 
and a wonderful business. Now, in what 
seems like the blinking of an eye, 
Maytag is gone. 

Why? Well, because it is cheaper to 
make appliances in foreign countries 
that pay their workers a pittance; that 
lack labor standards and environ-
mental protections. Maytag manage-
ment was seduced by the lure of lower 
wages; sent jobs from some of their 
plants to Mexico. 

This, combined with unwise decisions 
by management to buy a variety of 
companies, significantly weakened 
Maytag’s finances and their ability to 
invest in improvements to their own 
product lines. That made the company 
a takeover target. 

It is a personal tragedy for the work-
ers of Maytag and elsewhere who have 
lost good-paying jobs, but it is some-
thing else; it is a threat to the middle- 
class standard of living in this country, 
as displaced workers are obligated to 
accept lower paying jobs, often without 
health insurance or pension benefits. 

According to a study by economists 
at Iowa State University, the average 
income in Jasper County, that is the 
home of Newton, the average income in 
Jasper County in 2005 was $34,400 a 
year, again, because of Maytag. 

Without the Maytag jobs, the aver-
age income will drop by nearly $5,000. 
Let’s be clear. As I said, washing ma-
chines made elsewhere will probably 
still carry the Maytag brand, but I will 
always say that the heart and soul of 
Maytag was the Newton community. 

Richard Doak, a Des Moines Register 
columnist, was intervening a Maytag 
worker years ago when the company 
was hinting it might close the Newton 
plant. The worker stated: 

If that ever happens, it will be the end of 
Maytag, because the people of Newton are 
the essence of the company. We pump blue 
blood [said the worker, referring to the color 
of the Maytag logo.] 

Daniel Krumm, the chief executive 
officer who transformed Maytag into a 
global company said that what he 
called the Newton ethic, was the key to 
the company’s success. By the Newton 
ethic, he meant an entire community 
that was loyal to the company and 
took great pride in making products of 
the highest quality. 

Unfortunately, some of Daniel 
Krumm’s successors chose to betray 
the Newton ethic. Some of them chose 
to cash it in for cheaper products, and 
higher profits made outside the United 
States. 

This story is all too familiar to 
skilled workers in the manufacturing 
sector in this country. You might won-
der why I am on the floor talking 
about this on this Thursday, October 
25. Because tomorrow, on Friday, 
Maytag will shutter its last plant and 
cease operations in Newton, IA. I 
worked as hard as I could to prevent 
the Whirlpool takeover of Maytag. I 
worked with State and local officials 
to prevent the closing of the plant in 
Newton. But in the end, regrettably, 
our efforts were unsuccessful. 

Particularly, I wish to salute the tre-
mendous effort of the officers, the 
plant committee, the department of 
stewards of United Auto Workers Local 
997. Under the outstanding leadership 
of Ted Johnson, the local president, 
they have been on the frontlines 
throughout the crisis of Maytag, fight-
ing to prevent the plant closure; when 
that failed, doing everything possible 
to help the displaced workers. 

Tomorrow, Friday, will be a sad day 
in Newton, IA. But there is rebirth. Not 
all of the news from Newton is bad. The 
Newton ethic survives, and the Newton 
community is resilient. Two compa-
nies, Iowa Telecom and Caleris, plan to 
add more than 200 jobs in Newton by 
the end of the year. 

Other businesses are expanding. Com-
munity leaders are coming together to 
develop a strategy to rebound from the 
loss of Maytag. I wish them every suc-
cess, and I will stand ready to continue 
to assist in any way I can. 

Another sad chapter in the con-
tinuing decline of our manufacturing 
base in America. Maytag. Who has not 
seen the ad about the Maytag repair-
man who has nothing to do because 
Maytag was such a good product? 

Whether it is refrigerators or wash-
ing machines, home appliances, 
Maytag always stood for the best in 
quality. It was the best in quality be-
cause it was made by dedicated work-
ers, skilled workers who took pride in 
their work. They made good livings. 
They were middle-class families. I said 
it was always a joy to go to Newton. It 
was wonderful to see the sons and 
daughters of assembly line workers 
going to the same school as the execu-
tives’ kids, all working together, going 
to the same churches, belonging to the 
same clubs, going to the same bowling 
alleys, having this wonderful picnic 
every year, where the executives and 
their families and the workers and 
their families all were enjoying their 
annual picnic with their kids. 

They took pride in the products they 
built. I do not think the people in some 
of these other countries will have that 
same kind of commitment. They are 
lower paid, they did not have the bene-
fits. At some point, we have to take 
stock of what is happening to our man-
ufacturing base in this country and 
what is happening to us in terms of a 
community and a business that can 
grow and evolve. 

I know things change, and they have 
to change, but still, there is no reason, 
there is no reason why Maytag had to 
leave Newton. There were some bad 
business decisions made. But, again, it 
is chasing higher profits in the short 
term by shipping our jobs out overseas 
or to Mexico or to other countries. 

And those short-term profits lead to 
long-term losses for the workers and 
their families and everyone else. So it 
is a sad day tomorrow in Newton and a 
sad day for all of us trying to work so 
hard to keep Maytag alive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

INTERNET TAX FREEDOM ACT 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 2007 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar No. 429, H.R. 3678. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 3678) to amend the Internet 
Tax Freedom Act to extend the moratorium 
on certain taxes relating to the Internet and 
to electronic commerce. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the amendment at 
the desk be agreed to, the bill, as 
amended, be read a third time and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to this matter be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Republican leader is recognized. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, re-

serving the right to object—and I cer-
tainly will not object—I just want to 
take a brief moment to say how 
pleased I am we are able to reach this 
bipartisan compromise. This package 
will extend the current Internet tax 
moratorium for 7 years—nearly twice 
as long as the bill passed over in the 
House of Representatives. This is a 
positive step in protecting American 
consumers from taxes on Internet ac-
cess, taxes that strike at the heart of 
innovation and economic growth in 
America. 

I particularly thank the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire 
for his skillful role in bringing this 
issue before the Senate, for pushing it 
aggressively, and getting, in my judg-
ment, a much better solution to this 
problem than was achieved in the 
House of Representatives. I know he 
shares my view, and I assume the view 
of everyone in the Senate, that the 
House will simply take up the Sununu 
measure and pass it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 3466) was agreed 

to, as follows: 
(Purpose: To amend the Internet Tax Free-

dom Act to extend the moratorium on cer-
tain taxes relating to the Internet and to 
electronic commerce) 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Internet Tax 
Freedom Act Amendments Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. MORATORIUM. 

The Internet Tax Freedom Act (47 U.S.C. 
151 note) is amended— 

(1) in section 1101(a) by striking ‘‘2007’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2014’’, and 

(2) in section 1104(a)(2)(A) by striking 
‘‘2007’’ and inserting ‘‘2014’’. 
SEC. 3. GRANDFATHERING OF STATES THAT TAX 

INTERNET ACCESS. 
Section 1104 of the Internet Tax Freedom 

Act (47 U.S.C. 151 note) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 
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‘‘(c) APPLICATION OF DEFINITION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective as of November 

1, 2003— 
‘‘(A) for purposes of subsection (a), the 

term ‘Internet access’ shall have the mean-
ing given such term by section 1104(5) of this 
Act, as enacted on October 21, 1998; and 

‘‘(B) for purposes of subsection (b), the 
term ‘Internet access’ shall have the mean-
ing given such term by section 1104(5) of this 
Act as enacted on October 21, 1998, and 
amended by section 2(c) of the Internet Tax 
Nondiscrimination Act (Public Law 108–435). 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply until June 30, 2008, to a tax on Internet 
access that is— 

‘‘(A) generally imposed and actually en-
forced on telecommunications service pur-
chased, used, or sold by a provider of Inter-
net access, but only if the appropriate ad-
ministrative agency of a State or political 
subdivision thereof issued a public ruling 
prior to July 1, 2007, that applied such tax to 
such service in a manner that is inconsistent 
with paragraph (1); or 

‘‘(B) the subject of litigation instituted in 
a judicial court of competent jurisdiction 
prior to July 1, 2007, in which a State or po-
litical subdivision is seeking to enforce, in a 
manner that is inconsistent with paragraph 
(1), such tax on telecommunications service 
purchased, used, or sold by a provider of 
Internet access. 

‘‘(3) NO INFERENCE.—No inference of legis-
lative construction shall be drawn from this 
subsection or the amendments to section 
1105(5) made by the Internet Tax Freedom 
Act Amendments Act of 2007 for any period 
prior to June 30, 2008, with respect to any tax 
subject to the exceptions described in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (2).’’. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 1105 of the Internet Tax Freedom 
Act (47 U.S.C. 151 note) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘services’’, 
(2) by amending paragraph (5) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(5) INTERNET ACCESS.—The term ‘Internet 

access’— 
‘‘(A) means a service that enables users to 

connect to the Internet to access content, in-
formation, or other services offered over the 
Internet; 

‘‘(B) includes the purchase, use or sale of 
telecommunications by a provider of a serv-
ice described in subparagraph (A) to the ex-
tent such telecommunications are pur-
chased, used or sold— 

‘‘(i) to provide such service; or 
‘‘(ii) to otherwise enable users to access 

content, information or other services of-
fered over the Internet; 

‘‘(C) includes services that are incidental 
to the provision of the service described in 
subparagraph (A) when furnished to users as 
part of such service, such as a home page, 
electronic mail and instant messaging (in-
cluding voice- and video-capable electronic 
mail and instant messaging), video clips, and 
personal electronic storage capacity; 

‘‘(D) does not include voice, audio or video 
programming, or other products and services 
(except services described in subparagraph 
(A), (B), (C), or (E)) that utilize Internet pro-
tocol or any successor protocol and for which 
there is a charge, regardless of whether such 
charge is separately stated or aggregated 
with the charge for services described in sub-
paragraph (A), (B), (C), or (E); and 

‘‘(E) includes a home page, electronic mail 
and instant messaging (including voice- and 
video-capable electronic mail and instant 
messaging), video clips, and personal elec-
tronic storage capacity, that are provided 
independently or not packaged with Internet 
access.’’, 

(3) by amending paragraph (9) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(9) TELECOMMUNICATIONS.—The term ‘tele-
communications’ means ‘telecommuni-
cations’ as such term is defined in section 
3(43) of the Communications Act of 1934 (47 
U.S.C. 153(43)) and ‘telecommunications serv-
ice’ as such term is defined in section 3(46) of 
such Act (47 U.S.C. 153(46)), and includes 
communications services (as defined in sec-
tion 4251 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(26 U.S.C. 4251)).’’, and 

(4) in paragraph (10) by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(C) SPECIFIC EXCEPTION.— 
‘‘(i) SPECIFIED TAXES.—Effective November 

1, 2007, the term ‘tax on Internet access’ also 
does not include a State tax expressly levied 
on commercial activity, modified gross re-
ceipts, taxable margin, or gross income of 
the business, by a State law specifically 
using one of the foregoing terms, that— 

‘‘(I) was enacted after June 20, 2005, and be-
fore November 1, 2007 (or, in the case of a 
State business and occupation tax, was en-
acted after January 1, 1932, and before Janu-
ary 1, 1936); 

‘‘(II) replaced, in whole or in part, a modi-
fied value-added tax or a tax levied upon or 
measured by net income, capital stock, or 
net worth (or, is a State business and occu-
pation tax that was enacted after January 1, 
1932 and before January 1, 1936); 

‘‘(III) is imposed on a broad range of busi-
ness activity; and 

‘‘(IV) is not discriminatory in its applica-
tion to providers of communication services, 
Internet access, or telecommunications. 

‘‘(ii) MODIFICATIONS.—Nothing in this sub-
paragraph shall be construed as a limitation 
on a State’s ability to make modifications to 
a tax covered by clause (i) of this subpara-
graph after November 1, 2007, as long as the 
modifications do not substantially narrow 
the range of business activities on which the 
tax is imposed or otherwise disqualify the 
tax under clause (i). 

‘‘(iii) NO INFERENCE.—No inference of legis-
lative construction shall be drawn from this 
subparagraph regarding the application of 
subparagraph (A) or (B) to any tax described 
in clause (i) for periods prior to November 1, 
2007.’’. 
SEC. 5. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) ACCOUNTING RULE.—Section 1106 of the 
Internet Tax Freedom Act (47 U.S.C. 151 
note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘telecommunications serv-
ices’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘telecommunications’’, and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2)— 
(A) in the heading by striking ‘‘SERVICES’’, 
(B) by striking ‘‘such services’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘such telecommunications’’, and 
(C) by inserting before the period at the 

end the following: ‘‘or to otherwise enable 
users to access content, information or other 
services offered over the Internet’’. 

(b) VOICE SERVICES.—The Internet Tax 
Freedom Act (47 U.S.C. 151 note) is amended 
by striking section 1108. 
SEC. 6. SUNSET OF GRANDFATHER PROVISIONS. 

Section 1104(a) of the Internet Tax Free-
dom Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) 
shall not apply to any State that has, more 
than 24 months prior to the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph, enacted legislation 
to repeal the State’s taxes on Internet access 
or issued a rule or other proclamation made 
by the appropriate agency of the State that 
such State agency has decided to no longer 
apply such tax to Internet access.’’. 
SEC. 7. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act, and the amendments made by 
this Act, shall take effect on November 1, 
2007, and shall apply with respect to taxes in 
effect as of such date or thereafter enacted, 

except as provided in section 1104 of the 
Internet Tax Freedom Act (47 U.S.C. 151 
note). 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The bill (H.R. 3678), as amended, was 

passed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I also want 

to express my appreciation for the dili-
gent work of my friend from Delaware. 
Senator CARPER has worked on this 
issue for years. We have had a number 
of others who have been involved in 
this issue. Of course, the chairman of 
the committee, Senator INOUYE, has 
been very helpful during the day. We 
have had assistance from Senator 
ROCKEFELLER and Senator WYDEN, but 
I and the Senate owe a debt of grati-
tude for the work done by my friend 
from Delaware, working with our 
friend from New Hampshire. 

f 

PASSENGER RAIL INVESTMENT 
AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 
2007—Continued 

AMENDMENT NO. 3452 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Sununu amend-
ment No. 3452 be withdrawn and the 
cloture motion be withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

A PRODUCTIVE WEEK 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there will 
be no votes tomorrow. We have an-
nounced long since that we would have 
no votes Monday. We have a lot we are 
going to do Tuesday, the first of which 
is to complete the work on the impor-
tant Amtrak legislation. There has 
been great progress made on that 
today. 

I think we have had an interesting 
week. We may not be happy with the 
results—I say that because some are 
happy, some are not—but it has been a 
productive week. It has been a week in 
which, in spite of the divisiveness of 
the issues before us, they have been 
handled in a very collegial way. There 
have been strong feelings expressed on 
both sides, but it has been done, I 
think, in a way that brings credit to 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, just 
briefly, a couple of other observations, 
I would say that I know it is the posi-
tion of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire—of course, he can speak for him-
self, but it is the position of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, myself, and 
many others that we make this mora-
torium permanent. I think that still 
ought to be our goal in the future. 

With regard to the week that is now 
coming to a conclusion, I would have 
to state it has been quite a good week, 
with a number of achievements that 
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are important for the Senate and, in 
particular, the confirmation of Judge 
Southwick, which was not only impor-
tant to the State of Mississippi but im-
portant to this institution, the Senate, 
in terms of how we are going to treat 
nominees in the future. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, let me 

add a couple comments with respect to 
the legislation we just passed by unani-
mous consent. 

The adoption of this legislation 
comes after a very tough negotiation 
that goes back not just a couple days 
or a couple weeks or a couple months 
but literally years, almost a decade. In 
tough negotiations, not everyone is 
happy. But I think the American peo-
ple basically want us to figure out how 
to get work done. The American people 
look for us to set aside partisan dif-
ferences, and they want to see some re-
sults. 

My hope is, for the most part, they 
come to understand what we have done 
here tonight and realize the House still 
has to speak on this matter. The Amer-
ican people will, if not applaud the ac-
tual results, some of which are not eas-
ily understood, at least say: Well, on 
this matter, at least, the U.S. Senate 
figured out how to work together. A 
couple guys from small States got to-
gether, along with the help of a bunch 
of others, including Senators ALEX-
ANDER and ENZI and VOINOVICH. I am 
grateful to them for all their good 
work on this too. 

I think among the most important 
results that flow from the adoption of 
this legislation are, No. 1, we preserve 
the intent in the 1998 initial Internet 
moratorium legislation. What we want-
ed to do in 1998 was not to allow addi-
tional States and additional local gov-
ernments to place a tax on access to 
the Internet, if you will, a tax on our 
AOL bills. That was part of the 1998 
legislation that said for a handful of 
States—nine or so—that were already 
doing that, they were allowed to con-
tinue to do so but nobody else could 
pile on. 

This legislation today makes sure we 
are not going to be allowing additional 
access taxes or additional taxes by 
State and local governments for access 
to the Internet. That protects the con-
sumers, but it also does it in a way 
that I think is fair to the States. Be-
cause 3 years before the 1998 legislation 
was passed—3 years prior—in 1995, this 
same Congress passed legislation say-
ing that the unfunded mandates were a 
bad idea, and that the Federal Govern-
ment was not going to tell State and 
local governments how to spend their 
money without providing that money, 
the Federal Government was not going 
to take away the ability of State and 
local governments to raise money 
without providing for funds to make up 
for the shortfall. 

What we have done is we have pro-
tected the States that are already de-

riving revenues from access taxes on 
the Internet. We said we are not going 
to allow, as we go forward with new in-
novations—for, if you will, telecom 
companies, telephone companies—we 
are not going to allow them to bundle 
services and begin to offer those bun-
dled services—traditionally taxed by 
State and local governments, in some 
cases—and ship them over on the Inter-
net to avoid all State and local taxes. 
So the States have spoken loudly: Do 
not take away our revenue base. We 
have been responsive to that. 

As a Governor for 8 years in my 
State, and as, at one time, the chair-
man of the National Governors Asso-
ciation, I never liked it when the Fed-
eral Government came in and said: 
Spend your money this way or that 
way, without giving us the money. I 
never liked it when the Federal Gov-
ernment came in and said: We are 
going to take your ability to raise 
money away without providing for the 
shortfall. I think we are consistent 
here and true to the concerns that have 
been raised by State and local govern-
ments on that score. 

The third thing we have done—I sort 
of alluded to it—the technology in this 
area continues to change dramatically. 
I like to kid, but I say 5 years ago I 
could not even spell VOIP, Voice Over 
Internet Protocol, which basically 
means sending telephone services over 
the Internet. 

Actually, 5 years ago, the idea of 
being able to do that was, I think, a 
gleam in somebody’s eye. Today it is 
common practice. Not only that, we 
have the ability to send something 
called IPTV, Internet Protocol TV, to 
send television signals over the Inter-
net. In my State, we do not necessarily 
raise our revenues this way. But some 
places do. They raise some of the reve-
nues for educational purposes, for para-
medics, for fire services, for police 
services. They raise their revenues by 
taxing telephone services and cable 
services. It is inappropriate for us to 
come and say: You cannot do that, 
even as those services are somehow 
transferred and transmitted over the 
Internet. 

So what we have done, by not mak-
ing the moratorium permanent, is we 
have made sure we are going to come 
back and revisit this issue somewhere 
down the line. We say 7 years. The 
House says 4 years. We will have the 
opportunity and the requirement to 
come back and revisit this issue. If the 
technology changes—and it will. I can 
tell you one thing for sure, the tech-
nology that is in place today is not 
going to be same in 4, 5, 6, 7 years, just 
as it was not 4 or 5 or 6 or 7 years ago. 
It has continued to change. By virtue 
of this legislation, we will be better 
prepared for that change. 

Again, I close with this: When I talk 
to people in our State, and in other 
States as well, when I hear about the 
low regard people have for the Congress 
and, frankly, for the administration— 
but we will stick with us right now— 

one of the things that people are most 
unhappy about is our seeming inability 
to work together, to hang in there, 
until we have been able to carve out, 
find a middle ground that is responsive 
to the concerns of most people. We 
have done that. It has not been easy, 
but we have been persistent, and I 
think ultimately—at least tonight, 
today—successful. 

I am pleased to have been a part of 
this effort and to have had a chance to 
work with our Senators ALEXANDER, 
STEVENS, INOUYE, MCCAIN, and Senator 
SUNUNU. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to be able to stand up tonight, 
after Senator CARPER, which is very 
appropriate, to talk about this success. 
The Senator from Delaware has de-
scribed, I think very clearly, the 
strength of this legislation, the value 
of the legislation, and the importance 
of the legislation. 

We really do have a responsibility to 
act in our role as a Congress to prevent 
Internet access taxes. Because this is a 
national—and, in fact, global—commu-
nications network. It is a national and 
global network for commerce and busi-
ness as well. That is our responsibility 
under the Constitution to make sure 
there are not unnecessary, undue bur-
dens on interstate commerce and trade. 

So what we have done tonight is to 
take legislation that was passed in the 
House and really improve it dramati-
cally. Senator MCCONNELL indicated we 
have nearly doubled the length. We 
added clarification language as to what 
could and could not be taxed, and how 
the grandfathered States that were 
taxing prior to 1998 would be treated. 

We also added explicit language to 
make sure that Internet services, such 
as e-mail and instant messaging, could 
not be taxed. This is an important 
issue for me and many others, particu-
larly Senator WYDEN from Oregon, who 
spoke about it today on the floor of the 
Senate. 

It is important that consumers know 
that Internet access is not going to be 
taxed, first and foremost, because taxes 
raise the price of something. I do not 
think Congress wants to be in the posi-
tion of allowing the price and the cost 
of Internet access for every consumer 
in America to go up. We do not want to 
be in the position of raising the cost of 
Internet access as well because it 
would affect the pace of investments 
and the incentives to make invest-
ments. 

Anytime you tax something, you are 
going to get less of it. This ban on 
Internet taxes is extremely important. 
I would like to make the ban perma-
nent. I think the time has come to 
make it permanent. After passing it in 
1998, and extending it in 2001 and 2004, 
to look at yet another short-term ex-
tension does not seem to make as much 
sense to me as making the ban on ac-
cess taxes permanent. But at the same 
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time, we need to recognize that a 7- 
year extension is the longest extension 
we have ever had, and that alone I 
think should make us very proud of the 
work that was done, and it was bipar-
tisan. 

A lot of members of the Commerce 
Committee worked very hard on this 
issue. Senator CARPER certainly spent 
a lot of time on this issue. We haven’t 
always agreed on every aspect of the 
legislation, but we can agree, and we 
have agreed, on this 7-year extension 
tonight. 

I do want to make special mention of 
Senator INOUYE, one of the Senators 
who was mentioned earlier as well. He 
is the chairman of the Commerce Com-
mittee. It was very frustrating to me 
that we never had a chance to vote on 
this legislation in the Commerce Com-
mittee, but he and his staff didn’t stop 
working on the issue, and they put in a 
tremendous effort today to work 
through all of the details that are re-
quired. Even if it only takes the Senate 
32 seconds to make a unanimous con-
sent request to pass the final product, 
that 32 seconds has behind it hours and 
hours of work by many Members of the 
Senate and many more staff members. 
So I appreciate Senator INOUYE’s work 
and the work of the staff as well. 

I am pleased we are sending this to 
the House tonight, but also pleased to 
note that we are doing it before the ex-
piration of the current moratorium. 
The last extension was passed in 2004 
and expires on November 1, or next 
Thursday. It is not that often, unfortu-
nately, that Congress does something 
in a fairly timely way. So to pass this 
legislation tonight in advance of that 
expiration date adds a little bit more 
satisfaction, knowing we did the right 
thing, and that we did it on time. I am 
pleased to support the legislation. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, let me 
take one more minute on this subject 
to also extend my thanks and com-
pliments to our staffs. On my staff, Bill 
Ghent and Chris Prendergast worked 
long and hard for many hours. Our 
Commerce Committee staff, both Dem-
ocrat and Republican, did a terrific job 
under the leadership of Senator 
INOUYE, and we are deeply grateful to 
him and to Senator STEVENS’ staff for 
the wonderful work they did. The Com-
merce staff works in a way I wish every 
committee staff and subcommittee 
staff would—Democrat, Republican, 
majority, minority—it is almost seam-
less the way they approach almost 
every issue, including this one. I think 
one of the things that happens when 
you work like that is you get some-
thing done. While it is not unanimous 
acclaim for what we have done here, I 
think for the most part it is good work. 

If we live to see what happens over in 
the House, hopefully we will be able to 
resolve our differences with them. 

PASSENGER RAIL INVESTMENT 
AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 
2007—Continued 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SANDERS). The Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, the bill 

before us is the Amtrak reauthoriza-
tion bill. Each year it seems we find 
ourselves fighting increasing gridlock 
on our highways, whether it is Iowa, 
Delaware, New Hampshire, or Vermont. 
We face growing threats of smog in our 
skies, polluted air, crowded conditions 
at our Nation’s airports, and financial 
challenges facing our aviation indus-
try. If we don’t broaden our investment 
in transportation infrastructure across 
our Nation, we are headed for a crisis. 

Each year an outfit called the Texas 
Transportation Institute releases 
something they call the Urban Mobil-
ity Report. It continues to show traffic 
congestion growing across our Nation 
in cities of all sizes, consuming more 
hours of the day and affecting more 
travelers and shipments of goods than 
ever before. The annual financial cost 
of traffic congestion has ballooned. In 
1982 it was about $14 billion; today, $78 
billion. There is a personal cost as 
well—the time lost to traffic. 

The same Urban Mobility Report 
quantifies this loss at 4.2 billion lost 
hours. That is not commuting time. 
This is just sitting in traffic not going 
anywhere, 4.2 billion lost hours and al-
most 3 billion gallons of wasted fuel. 
That is the equivalent on the one hand 
of 105 million weeks of people’s lives 
and 58 fully loaded supertankers. 

Rail remains the most under-
developed opportunity to reshape our 
national transportation network. Rail 
can efficiently move large numbers of 
people over moderate distances, any-
where from 100 to 400 miles, and re-
quires a smaller right-of-way than 
highways. 

I would also point out that to move a 
ton of freight from Boston, Massachu-
setts, to Washington, DC, takes about 1 
gallon of diesel fuel. So in a time and 
age when we are worried about the 
amount of oil we are importing, 1 gal-
lon of diesel fuel can move a ton of 
freight from Boston to Washington. 

But with respect to corridors, this is 
important in densely populated areas 
where there is not much land available 
to support new infrastructure, and the 
land that is available is mighty expen-
sive. 

States are starting to put their own 
funding toward rail corridor develop-
ment as well. Several are using rail to 
relieve congestion at airports by in-
vesting in rail service in connection 
with their airports, much like we have 
at BWI, just north of here near Balti-
more, much like we have at Newark, 
NJ, and other places. But what they 
are doing is using rail service to make 
a connection with airports as a sub-
stitute for the spoke portion of a hub- 
and-spoke air journey. 

Early success stories include rail 
service between Boston Airport and 
Portland, ME, as well as increased 

service from the Milwaukee Airport to 
the Chicago region. 

More and more people are taking the 
train in our country, and there are a 
variety of reasons for that. Trains are 
convenient, they are comfortable, they 
are reliable. When you ride the train, 
you have bigger seats, you have more 
leg room. You can also use the phone 
and access the Internet. If you want a 
place that is quiet, you can go to the 
quiet car. If you want to eat, you can 
go to the dining car. 

Amtrak used to have an ad campaign 
that said: ‘‘Amtrak: The Civilized Way 
to Travel.’’ Compared to some of the 
adventures I have had in airplanes in 
the last year, it surely is the civilized 
way to travel. 

When you arrive at your destination, 
in many cases the train station is in 
the center of town as it is here; as it is 
in Wilmington and Philadelphia, and as 
it is in New York City and a lot of 
other places as well. On-time perform-
ance is not great, but it is on par with 
the airlines nationwide. But in the 
Northeast corridor where some of us 
live, the train is even more reliable. 
The Acela Express has an on-time per-
formance of almost 90 percent—not 100 
percent but pretty darn good. 

As a result, Amtrak ridership is 
starting to break records. In fiscal year 
2007, a record-breaking 25.8 million peo-
ple rode Amtrak. Total ticket revenues 
increased about 11 percent over fiscal 
year 2006 to some $1.4 billion; still less 
than the cost of running the train, but 
still a hefty increase. 

Ridership has increased across the 
Nation. The Acela Express has seen a 
20-percent increase over last year and 
the Northeast corridor’s regional 
trains are up as well. Outside of the 
Northeast corridor, interestingly, the 
Keystone Service train, the train be-
tween Harrisburg, PA, and Philadel-
phia and New York, experienced about 
a 21-percent increase in ridership; the 
Chicago-St. Louis corridor, 42 percent. 
California’s Capitol Corridor, which is 
a train that runs from Auburn to San 
Jose, is up 15 percent, and the San 
Diego-San Luis Obispo Pacific 
Surfliner is up about 9 percent. I think 
what we need to do is to look at those 
corridors to see what is working and 
try to apply that to a whole lot of 
other Amtrak lines. What we do in this 
bill is just that. 

The Passenger Rail Investment Im-
provement Act would require the Fed-
eral Railroad Administration to de-
velop performance standards to evalu-
ate the financial performance, on-time 
performance, and customer satisfac-
tion of each Amtrak train. 

Amtrak is then required to establish 
performance improvement plans for 
the five long-distance routes with their 
worst performance, including the worst 
financial performance. A year later, 
Amtrak must implement the plans and 
the Federal Railroad Administration 
may withhold funds for a route plan if 
the plan is not implemented. In future 
years, the remaining 10 long-distance 
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routes would undergo the same restruc-
turing process. 

Additionally, the Passenger Rail In-
vestment and Improvement Act would 
require the Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration to analyze Amtrak’s routes and 
consider changes that would require 
cost recovery and on-time performance 
as well as address the transportation 
needs of communities that are not 
served by any other form of public 
transportation. 

I expect when we analyze these long- 
distance train routes, we will find the 
factors that make a train—or any form 
of travel—appealing to travelers is the 
frequency, the reliability, and the trav-
el time of that service. In the case of 
many of these long-distance trains, the 
train may only run a few days a week 
or at odd hours. I remember the first 
time my family and I—my mom, my 
sister, and I ever caught a train, we 
lived in Beckley, WV. We caught a 
train in a little nearby town called 
Prince where the train stopped. We 
caught the train about 3 o’clock in the 
morning. I was about 5 or 6 years old. 
We caught it at 3 o’clock in the morn-
ing. In a lot of places around the coun-
try, we have trains that are stopping at 
3 o’clock in the morning, 2 o’clock in 
the morning, 1 o’clock in the morning, 
4 or 5 o’clock in the morning. No won-
der people don’t want to ride those 
trains, especially when they show up 
about every 2 or 3 days. But on-time 
performance can be an issue because 
the tracks outside the Northeast cor-
ridor are not owned by Amtrak, they 
are owned by the railroad companies, 
and capacity on the freight rail lines is 
constrained by increasing demand to 
move more freight by rail. The freight 
is on the track. Amtrak sometimes 
gets in the way. The freight railroads 
want to move freight, not necessarily 
passengers. What this does is it indi-
cates, to me at least, the need for addi-
tional investment in rail infrastruc-
ture—something we also address in this 
bill that is before us. 

I think it is particularly remarkable 
how many States are investing in rail 
today when you consider the fact that 
the Federal Government provides no 
support. I learned when I served as 
Governor of Delaware that if we want-
ed to build in my State or to expand an 
airport, the Federal Government put 
up 80 percent of the funds—80 percent. 
The State would do 20. Building or ex-
panding a highway or bridge in my 
State would also yield that same 80 
percent support from the Federal Gov-
ernment. If we wanted to invest in 
transit, as we do, those funds were 
more competitive and hard to come by. 
The Federal Government would still 
pony up about 50 percent of the expense 
and the State would do the rest. But we 
wanted in my State to invest, and we 
do it smart, to invest in passenger rail, 
but that was the wisest investment for 
the dollar, for the buck. We got noth-
ing from the Federal Government. The 
State had to put up 100 percent. Think 
about it. If you are the Governor of a 

State or you are running a State and 
you can get matching funds for high-
ways, you can get 80 percent on transit 
projects, 80 percent from the Federal 
Government for money on airports, but 
you can get zero for a city passenger 
rail service, which one would you vote 
for or choose? The answer I think is 
pretty obvious—not necessarily the 
right decision, the smartest decision, 
but oftentimes that is the decision that 
is made. It makes no sense. 

So the Passenger Rail Investment 
Improvement Act bill changes that. It 
authorizes some $1.7 billion over the 
life of this bill for a new State and cap-
ital grant program to support States 
that wish to provide new or improved 
inner city passenger rail. The Federal 
match is 80 percent—the same as high-
ways, same as roads, same as airports. 
I believe this step will create a long- 
term, sustainable Federal funding 
mechanism for States investing in 
inner city passenger rail capacity, with 
the same kind of capital support we 
currently provide again for airports, 
highways, and transit. 

Last Congress, the Senate passed the 
bill we have before us by a vote of 93 to 
6. It was added as an amendment to an 
appropriations bill and passed 93 to 6. 
It died in conference. It was taken out, 
dropped. The Senate then overwhelm-
ingly recognized the wisdom of our ap-
proach in bringing the Northeast cor-
ridor to a state of good repair, requir-
ing reforms to the long-distance lines, 
allowing freight railroads to compete 
with Amtrak on their rail lines, the 
rail lines and the freights, and pro-
viding Federal support for capital rail 
investment, much as we do for high-
ways, airports, and transit. 

I urge my colleagues to show the 
same strong support for this bill when 
we reconvene next week so we can re-
spond to our constituents’ calls for 
more rail investment and more trans-
portation options, especially where 
that makes sense. 

Let me close, if I can, with this. Hav-
ing served for 4 years on the Amtrak 
board, as Congressman, Senator, and 
Governor, being very much involved in 
the passenger rail service in my State 
and across the country, I am not inter-
ested in running trains for people who 
don’t want to ride them. I don’t think 
any of us are. I am not interested in 
the Federal Government providing in-
ordinate subsidies for trains for folks 
who don’t want to ride or for people 
who have other perfectly good options. 
If you think about it, in this country of 
ours, over half the people live within 50 
miles of one of our coasts, over 50 per-
cent of the people live 50 miles from 
one of our corridors. We have these 
densely populated corridors up and 
down the east coast, the gulf coast, the 
west coast. They were made to order 
for trains. Some of those long-distance 
trains make a lot of sense too. 

A lot of businesses will pay good 
money, premium money for those 
trains. Folks will take a train south of 
here and go down to Orlando, put their 

car behind them on the train or 
minivan or whatever, and they pay 
good money for those trains. They ac-
tually make money. What we have to 
do is to figure out how to work dif-
ferently, to meet the need that is out 
there, to work smarter. The legislation 
that is before us will do that. 

I know the hour is late and you have 
places to go and so do I. Let me yield 
back the floor and I thank you all for 
your patience. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I seek 
recognition to offer my support for the 
Passenger Rail Investment and Im-
provement Act of 2007. This legislation 
authorizes Federal funds for Amtrak’s 
capital and operating needs to main-
tain current operations, upgrade equip-
ment, and return the Northeast cor-
ridor to a state of good repair. 

Passenger rail is indispensable to our 
Nation’s economy and quality of life. 
As our Nation’s aviation and highway 
transportation systems become in-
creasingly more unreliable or cost pro-
hibitive due to flight delays, conges-
tion, and rising fuel costs, a viable pas-
senger rail alternative has become a 
vital component of the national trans-
portation network. More travelers rely 
on Amtrak now than at any other 
point in the company’s 36-year history. 
Not only is Amtrak an important op-
tion for travelers, but increased reli-
ance on passenger rail has the poten-
tial to reduce our Nation’s dependence 
on foreign oil and curb automobile 
emissions by attracting more would-be 
drivers into train cars. 

This legislation would ensure the sta-
bility and solvency of our Nation’s pas-
senger rail transportation system, 
without which I believe we would be se-
verely disadvantaged. In addition to 
authorizing a reliable stream of fund-
ing for Amtrak, the bill restructures 
Amtrak’s debt to achieve savings, cre-
ates a new grant program for States to 
support rail improvement projects, and 
creates a new, bipartisan, nine-member 
Amtrak board of directors whose mem-
bers must have either rail, transpor-
tation, or business background. 

Additionally, I am pleased that the 
managers’ package of amendments in-
cludes language which I sponsored re-
quiring Amtrak to study and report to 
Congress on the infrastructure and 
equipment improvements necessary to 
achieve 2 hour and 30 minute Acela 
service from Washington, DC, to New 
York City and 3 hour and 15 minute 
Acela Service between New York City 
and Boston. The current trip times are 
2 hours 45 minutes from New York City 
to Washington, DC, and 3 hours 30 min-
utes from New York City to Boston. I 
believe this study will provide a blue-
print for the future of the Northeast 
corridor and will assist Amtrak in pro-
viding faster, more reliable service 
along this route. 

Accordingly, as a longstanding sup-
porter of Amtrak and a frequent pas-
senger, I urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I fully 
support S. 294, a bill that will finally 
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reauthorize Amtrak and make impor-
tant changes to secure a prosperous fu-
ture for intercity passenger rail in the 
United States. In a year when Amtrak 
faces yet another crisis, in part due to 
the administration’s proposal to se-
verely reduce Amtrak funding in an ef-
fort to restructure the railroad 
through bankruptcy, this bill is all the 
more necessary. Additionally, conges-
tion delays at our airports and on our 
roads are making more and more trav-
elers dependent on passenger rail. We 
need to ensure that our national pas-
senger rail system is adequately pre-
pared to accommodate this increased 
ridership. 

I congratulate Senator LAUTENBERG 
and Senator LOTT for crafting this im-
portant bill, of which I am a cosponsor. 
This bill encourages the development 
of new rail corridors, provides incen-
tives for Amtrak to operate more effi-
ciently, and strengthens the relation-
ship between Amtrak and the States in 
which it operates. This bill will also 
provide more transparency into Am-
trak’s operations and help Amtrak bet-
ter control its costs. I believe that it 
will further fortify Amtrak as an im-
portant, necessary, and viable option 
in the United States’ transportation 
landscape. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

LABOR-HHS APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I am 
in strong support of the fiscal year 2008 
Labor, Health and Human Services ap-
propriations bill. I thank the chairman 
of the Labor-HHS-Education Appro-
priations Subcommittee, Senator HAR-
KIN, and the ranking member, Senator 
SPECTER, for their leadership in 
crafting this bill and ensuring some of 
our Nation’s most critical priorities 
are adequately funded. I am proud that 
we have been able to negotiate a bipar-
tisan appropriations bill that passed 
the Senate. 

This bill is one of the most important 
funding bills that comes before us. It 
fulfills our responsibilities in key pri-
orities, such as health care and edu-
cation. With the passage of this legisla-
tion, we will be striking a significant 
departure from the administration’s 
damaging trend of shortchanging our 
children, our schools, our workers, and 
our health. Instead of undermining 
education, abdicating our responsibil-
ities on health care, weakening the 
rights of our workers, this bill will re-
store a commonsense balance to our 
values that we should expect from the 
greatest Nation in the world. 

I would like to highlight a few areas 
in which this bill is especially success-

ful and contrast them to the adminis-
tration’s misguided priorities. 

While the President’s budget zeroed 
out funding for mentoring programs 
under the Safe and Drug Free Schools 
Act—a program that is critical to 
keeping our children safe and off the 
streets—I am proud that this bill not 
only restores that funding, but in-
creases it by more than $30 million. 

As someone whose dreams of college 
could not have been realized without 
Pell grants and other Federal financial 
aid, I am pleased this bill follows 
through on the promise to increase 
Pell grants and restores funding for 
Perkins loans. These increases will 
mean that today’s young people who 
come from families that cannot afford 
college on their own can still achieve 
their dreams. I know the power of this 
assistance. Without these programs, I 
would not have been the first in my 
family to graduate from college and 
law school. There are millions of stu-
dents nationwide who are in the shoes 
I once was. They are waiting, hoping 
that there will be adequate financial 
aid to help them access college. And as 
tuition continues to increase, as grant 
aid under this president has shrunk, 
that challenge is getting anything but 
easier. In my home state of New Jer-
sey, where the average tuition rose 7 
percent since last year, 4-year public 
colleges are the second most expensive 
in the Nation. Our students need more, 
not less, grant aid if they are going to 
achieve their dreams. This bill sets us 
in the right direction. 

Another program that is vital to stu-
dents in New Jersey is vocational edu-
cation. The vocational State grants are 
critical for the institutions in our state 
that are working to develop a work-
force that is able to compete in today’s 
global economy. New Jersey has some 
of the best vocational and technical 
education programs in the country. 
And while this President continually 
speaks about an educated and competi-
tive workforce in the science, tech-
nology and math fields, he does not put 
his money where his mouth is. His 
budget would have cut vocational fund-
ing in half. Our bill restores those cuts. 

This bill also restores cuts to edu-
cation technology grants, which the 
President called for eliminating. These 
grants help ensure that our children 
have access to technology in the class-
room. New Jersey alone would have 
lost $5 million next year under the 
President’s cuts. In the global race to 
have the most trained, highly skilled, 
best prepared workforce, we are losing 
ground. The earlier we can introduce 
our young people to technology, to 
help them gain fluency in areas that 
involve technology, the better off they 
will be in an evolving and increasing 
technological world. 

I am also pleased this bill increases 
funding for special education by more 
than $500 million. This funding is crit-
ical to ensuring children with disabil-
ities have an equal opportunity to re-
ceive a good public education, just as 
other children. 

And ensuring all children begin on an 
equal playing field means adequately 
funding Head Start, which this bill 
does. This legislation provides a $200 
million increase for Head Start, which 
will help improve the school readiness 
of our young children to ensure they 
can get the skills necessary to succeed. 
Head Start provides child development, 
education, health care, nutrition, and 
socialization skills, all essential serv-
ices that benefit more than nearly 1 
million low-income children in this 
country. 

This bill also helps our young people 
by expanding opportunities for them to 
learn trade skills. It provides a $15 mil-
lion increase for YouthBuild, which 
helps young people learn constructing 
and housing skills and prepare for post-
secondary training. This legislation 
also provides an increase of almost $82 
million for Job Corps to help strength-
en these centers that provide key job 
skills to young people. 

In addition, this bill will help vet-
erans transition to civilian life by pro-
viding a $5 million increase for employ-
ment and training services. 

In terms of health care, this bill 
makes significant changes to the Presi-
dent’s budget proposal and redefines 
our priorities as a Nation. Overall, the 
bill provides $68.1 billion in discre-
tionary appropriations for Health and 
Human Services Department programs. 
This amount is $5 billion more than 
last year’s level and $5.4 billion more 
that the administration’s budget re-
quest. 

The bill provides $250 million more 
for Community Health Centers and 
over $200 million for the National Cen-
ter of Minority Health and Health Dis-
parities to address the health care 
needs of our Nation’s minority and un-
derserved communities. 

This bill will also provide almost 
$29.9 billion in funding for the National 
Institutes of Health, $1.3 billion more 
that the Bush administration’s budget 
request. The Centers for Disease Con-
trol would also receive $6.4 billion 
under this bill which is $444 million 
more than the administration’s re-
quest. It is imperative that we con-
tinue to invest in our Nation’s health 
and research facilities as their work 
will save and improve the lives of mil-
lions of Americans. 

I am proud that this bill also pro-
vides $8 million for the initial imple-
mentation of the Patient Navigator, 
Outreach, and Chronic Disease Preven-
tion Act of 2005, which President Bush 
signed into law in 2005. I sponsored this 
legislation when I was in the House of 
Representatives in order to improve 
health outcomes by helping patients, 
including patients in underserved com-
munities, to overcome barriers they 
face in getting early screening and ap-
propriate followup treatment. This 
funding will help get people in to see a 
doctor before symptoms develop, so we 
can catch diseases such as cancer or di-
abetes early. Then we can get patients 
in to treatment early, which means 
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they’ll have a better chance of survival 
and the health care costs will be lower. 
I know that this funding, and the 
health provisions in this Labor, Health 
and Human Services appropriations 
bill, will truly help to save lives. 

This legislation is critical and makes 
a strong commitment to our Nation’s 
future. This legislation will bolster our 
commitment to the education, health 
and well-being of our Nation’s work-
force. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DIANE BAHRENBURG 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to pay tribute to one of Vermont’s 
outstanding teachers, Diane 
Bahrenburg, who last month was 
named the 2008 Vermont Teacher of the 
Year. Diane is an English teacher at 
Colchester High School in Vermont, 
where she has taught since 1979. I re-
cently had the opportunity to meet 
Diane in my Washington office, and I 
was impressed with her intellect, her 
passion for teaching, and her commit-
ment to the students of Colchester 
High School. As we talked about her 
classes and students, it was evident 
how much Diane cares about teaching. 

In being chosen as Vermont’s Teach-
er of the Year, Diane will have the op-
portunity to visit schools throughout 
our State and others around the coun-
try. Her travels will allow her to work 
with other teachers, sharing and dis-
cussing the methods that have helped 
her become so successful. Hopefully she 
will share with all of us how she has 
been able to balance the everyday de-
mands of teaching in the classroom, 
with the work she has done as an ad-
junct instructor at Johnson State Col-
lege and UVM, acting as the Vermont 
debate-forensics lead coach at 
Colchester High School, and being a 
parent. 

We all know that teaching is a hard 
job. And it is a crucial job an indispen-
sable link between our young people 
and their futures, as well as our Na-
tion’s future. The opportunities for rec-
ognition of teachers’ accomplishments 
are too few and too far between. So I 
am so pleased that Diane is being rec-
ognized for all she has done over three 
decades, day in and day out, to educate 
our children and to make a construc-
tive difference, one child at a time. 
Teachers are the instrument by which 
we measure the success of our schools. 
The knowledge, skill, and experience of 
teachers like Diane are exactly what 
we need in each and every one of our 
classrooms. 

We are fortunate in Vermont. I con-
tinue to be impressed by the high level 
of achievement of Vermont’s students 
and the academic gains that have been 
made because of the strong and com-
mitted efforts of teachers like Diane. 
In spite of the countless hours spent 
sorting through the maze of No Child 
Left Behind requirements, our teachers 
are able to inspire students to look be-
yond tests and find the true lessons of 
the classroom. 

As an alumnus of St. Michael’s Col-
lege in Vermont, I would be remiss if I 
failed to note that Diane received her 
master’s in education degree from St. 
Michael’s College in 2000. I believe that 
she embodies the core principles of the 
college’s education programs with her 
skill in maintaining an inclusive class-
room, while keeping a balance between 
challenge and support and between in-
dividual and community. Diane is a 
model teacher, and after decades of 
teaching, she is incredibly worthy of 
this recognition. Diane, again I say 
thank you for all that you do, and on 
behalf of the Senate, we say congratu-
lations. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO DAVID TAWEI LEE 

∑ Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 
like to acknowledge the service of Rep-
resentative David Tawei Lee, who has 
given nearly 3 years of exceptional 
service as Taiwan’s principal rep-
resentative to the United States. Rep-
resentative Lee recently departed 
Washington, DC, to take on his next 
assignment as Taiwan’s Representative 
to Canada. He leaves behind a legacy of 
friendship, prosperity, and under-
standing. 

When Representative Lee arrived in 
Washington, he came equipped with a 
wealth of experience and insight. A 
foremost expert on U.S.-Taiwan rela-
tions, Mr. Lee has studied, written, and 
published on U.S.-Taiwan political and 
economic ties, including the develop-
ment of the Taiwan Relations Act. I 
believe Representative Lee will be re-
membered not only for his excellent 
knowledge of history but also for his 
accomplishments. 

While serving in Washington, Rep-
resentative Lee dedicated his energy, 
intelligence, and spirit to expanding 
Taiwan-American ties. He raised the 
cultural and political profile of Taiwan 
and its people with cultural and edu-
cation programs. To enhance our eco-
nomic ties, Representative Lee oversaw 
the successful acceleration of our bilat-
eral Trade and Investment Agreement 
talks. And he worked tirelessly to raise 
awareness of the benefits of a potential 
U.S.-Taiwan Free Trade Agreement. In 
these areas alone, he has left a legacy 
of which he should take pride. 

Representative Lee’s dedication and 
efforts were also felt far beyond our 
Nation’s Capital. Three years ago, I 
was delighted to personally welcome 
Mr. Lee to my home State of Montana. 
There he witnessed Big Sky Country in 
all of its glory, making friends with 
hospitable and generous Montanans. 
But together we also saw the deep and 
healthy roots of the Montana-Taiwan 
economic relationship. At its core are 
Montana’s finest agricultural products, 
which have long found their way to 
Taiwanese dinner tables and bakeries. 
Today, Taiwan purchases over 30 mil-
lion bushels of Montana wheat annu-

ally. Our fine Montana beef is also in 
demand. This relationship benefits 
families in both Montana and Taiwan. 
And I hope it will continue to grow 
stronger. 

It has truly been a pleasure to work 
with Representative Lee. His personal 
touch to everything he did will not be 
forgotten. And the value of his con-
tributions will be remembered for 
many years to come. I wish him luck in 
all of his future endeavors.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO LOUISIANA WWII 
VETERANS 

∑ Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
would like to take a moment to pay 
tribute to a group of 94 World War II 
veterans from Louisiana that is mak-
ing its way to Washington this week-
end. Here the veterans will visit the 
World War II, Korea, Vietnam and Iwo 
Jima memorials as well as Arlington 
National Cemetery to lay a wreath at 
the Tomb of the Unknowns. 

The trip to the Nation’s Capital this 
Saturday is being sponsored by a group 
in Lafayette, LA, called Louisiana 
HonorAir. The organization is honoring 
each surviving World War II Louisiana 
veteran by giving them a chance to see 
the memorials dedicated to their serv-
ice. So far this year, there have been 
three trips to these Washington memo-
rials and two more are planned, includ-
ing this one. 

World War II was the deadliest con-
flict in our history. More than 60 mil-
lion people worldwide were killed, in-
cluding 40 million civilians, and more 
than 400,000 American service members 
were slain during the long war. 

In Louisiana, there remain today 
about 44,000 living World War II vet-
erans, and every one of them has their 
own heroic tale of their experience in 
achieving the noble victory of freedom 
over tyranny. 

One of our veterans traveling for his 
first time to Washington is Frank Men-
ard from Lafayette. Originally from 
Youngsville, he was drafted into the 
Army in 1942 at 21 years old and 
trained at Camp Claiborne in Rapides 
Parish. In 1943, he was sent to England 
as part of the Army’s 101st Airborne 
Division, serving as a driver and a me-
chanic. He participated in many bat-
tles with the Nazis during his 3 years in 
Europe, including the Battle of Nor-
mandy, where an enemy artillery shell 
struck his truck, and the Battle of the 
Bulge, which severely crippled German 
forces. His French and German lan-
guage skills helped him gather intel-
ligence about enemy plans. During the 
Battle of the Bulge, he took a pregnant 
Belgian woman whose toes had been 
shot off by the Germans to an Amer-
ican hospital, saving her life. When he 
returned to Louisiana after the war, 
Frank used his mechanics skills to be-
come a union electrician in Lake 
Charles and Lafayette, where he set-
tled. 
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I ask the Senate to join me in hon-

oring Frank Menard, the other 93 Lou-
isiana heroes we welcome to Wash-
ington this weekend and Louisiana 
HonorAir for making these trips a re-
ality.∑ 

f 

IN HONOR OF REVEREND 
WALLACE S. HARTSFIELD 

∑ Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I 
ask the Senate to join me today in 
honoring Rev. Dr. Wallace S. 
Hartsfield, a much-loved member of 
the Kansas City community. Reverend 
Hartsfield will soon retire after 40 
years as the senior pastor of Metropoli-
tan Missionary Baptist Church. He has 
served as Metropolitan’s pastor since 
1972 with the support of his wife Ma-
tilda and their four children. Prior to 
that, he held pastoral positions in 
South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, and 
Kansas. 

Reverend Hartsfield’s distinguished 
career in the ministry has touched 
thousands in Missouri. As the ambas-
sador for his church, he has graced pul-
pits across the country bringing words 
of hope to the masses. He is a respected 
servant-leader of many organizations 
including the National Baptist Conven-
tion of America, Inc.; National Baptist 
Convention, USA; Congress of National 
Black Churches and the General Bap-
tist State Convention of Missouri, Kan-
sas, and Nebraska. 

He has expanded his ministry as a 
community advocate. Reverend 
Hartsfield has spent much of his life 
speaking up for those whose voices are 
ignored on the subjects of civil rights, 
health care, education, crime and safe-
ty, and economic development. One of 
his bravest acts occurred in 1964 when 
five department stores in downtown 
Kansas City refused to allow African 
Americans to try on clothes, use the 
restrooms, drink at the water foun-
tains, or eat at the lunch counters. 
Reverend Hartsfield organized a boy-
cott and marched on the stores. Even-
tually African Americans were allowed 
to patronize these stores but it was not 
without the personal intervention of 
this inspirational leader. 

His service has afforded him a seat at 
many tables where he has proven to be 
a skillful diplomat and a cunning nego-
tiator. Reverend Hartsfield has worked 
on countless boards including those of 
the Jazz District Redevelopment Cor-
poration, Greater Kansas City Commu-
nity Foundation, Missouri Highway 
and Transportation Commission, and 
Kansas City Interfaith Council. 

Reverend Hartsfield has a bachelor’s 
degree in elementary education and 
minor degrees in religion and psy-
chology from Clark College in Atlanta, 
GA. He also holds a bachelor and mas-
ter of divinity from Gammon Theo-
logical Seminary in Atlanta. Dr. 
Hartsfield has served as an adjunct pro-
fessor and guest lecturer at numerous 
colleges and universities across the Na-
tion. 

Reverend Hartsfield has been a men-
tor to many, from pastors to politi-
cians. He continues to provide wise 
counsel to those who want to make a 
difference in the world. He also has the 
ability to identify hidden treasures in 
those who have not been afforded an 
opportunity to thrive. This precious 
gift has been the catalyst for many to 
realize their dreams. 

For 40 years, the members of Metro-
politan have been blessed to have this 
powerful leader at the helm. Reverend 
Hartsfield has worked hard and he has 
earned the opportunity to step back. 
However, we know his work is not yet 
done. He will continue shaping lives, 
communities and destinies for years to 
come. 

During one of the many times he was 
honored for his good works it was said: 

Wallace Hartsfield does battle with all the 
dark forces that would keep us from knowing 
and loving one another. With his Bible and 
his passion for justice and his rock-ribbed in-
tegrity, Reverend Wallace Hartsfield leads us 
to the high moral ground where all God’s 
children sit down together as family at the 
table of peace and delight. 

No truer words could be spoken.∑ 

f 

REMEMBERING WYNN SPEECE 

∑ Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize the passing of Wynn Speece. 
Wynn passed away on October 22, at 
Avera Sacred Heart Hospital in 
Yankton, SD, at the age of 90. 

Many will remember Wynn as the 
‘‘Neighbor Lady’’ from her WNAX talk 
radio show. For 64 years her voice came 
into the homes of countless Mid-
western families. Her household tips, 
recipes, and personal anecdotes will be 
missed not only by South Dakotans but 
also by her many listeners throughout 
the Midwestern region. 

Wynn grew up in Marshalltown, IA, 
where she took a special interest in 
home economics and theater. Upon her 
graduation from high school, she con-
tinued her education at Drake Univer-
sity where she majored in speech with 
a broadcasting emphasis. After her 
graduation in 1939, she took a job writ-
ing commercials for WNAX in 
Yankton, SD. It took 2 years of writing 
before WNAX gave Wynn her very own 
show. From the first show she was an 
instant success, and that success would 
follow the ‘‘Neighbor Lady’’ for the 
next 64 years. 

Wynn won several awards for out-
standing radio work. She was presented 
with the prestigious Marconi Award for 
‘‘Best Small-Market Radio Person-
ality’’ and was named one of the top 10 
Yankton citizens of the 20th century by 
the Yankton Press and Dakotan. Not 
only was Wynn a celebrated radio host, 
but she also worked hard to make a 
positive impact on the community of 
Yankton. Her local involvement and 
selfless giving earned Wynn the 1991 
Yankton Community Citizen of the 
Year Award. 

Wynn Speece was an extraordinary 
woman and a great South Dakotan who 
will be greatly missed by all who knew 
her.∑ 

f 

REMEMBERING CAROLE HILLARD 

∑ Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize the passing of Carole Hillard, 
former Lieutenant Governor of South 
Dakota. Carole Hillard was a gracious 
woman with an authentic and deeply 
held passion for public service. 

Ms. Hillard was born August 14, 1936, 
in Deadwood, SD. She attended the 
University of Arizona and received a 
degree in education in 1957. She re-
ceived a master’s degree in education 
from South Dakota State University in 
1982 and a master’s degree in political 
science from the University of South 
Dakota in 1984. 

As the mother of five children, David, 
Sue Ellen, Todd, Eddie, and Lornell, 
she possessed the practical knowledge 
to connect with the needs of South Da-
kotans as she served on the South Da-
kota Board of Charities and Correc-
tions, the Rapid City United Way Cam-
paign, the South Dakota Children’s 
Home Society, and as the first woman 
president of the Rapid City Council. 

She was elected to the South Dakota 
House of Representatives in 1991 and 
served until 1994, at which point she be-
came the first female Lieutenant Gov-
ernor in South Dakota. From 1995 until 
2003, Ms. Hillard graciously presided 
over the Senate and memorably 
seemed initially surprised when State 
Senators on the Senate floor formally 
referred to her as ‘‘Madam President.’’ 
Her career in public service and the im-
pact she had did not go unnoticed, as 
she won many awards in her lifetime, 
including the 1987 Public Service 
Award, the 1988 Governor’s Out-
standing Citizen Award, the 1993 South 
Dakota Outstanding Women Award, 
and induction into the South Dakota 
Hall of Fame in 2007. 

Not only has she accomplished much 
for the State of South Dakota but she 
has also accomplished much on the 
international level. In recent years, 
Carole Hillard was an international 
consultant traveling on behalf of the 
U.S. Department of State. Ms. Hillard 
completed assignments to 67 countries 
such as Panama, the Czech Republic, 
San Salvador, Bosnia, and Africa. Re-
cently, she also helped bring to life a 
skill-building workshop for residents of 
Kabul, Afghanistan, and supervised the 
January 2007 elections in the West 
Bank. 

Carole Hillard’s life accomplishments 
are truly remarkable. Her positive out-
look on life, her integrity, and her 
warm personality truly embodied a 
woman whose passion was the better-
ment of humankind. While Ms. Hillard 
is no longer with us, her legacy of serv-
ice to the people of South Dakota and 
her diligent work on the promotion of 
democracy and economic development 
will not be forgotten.∑ 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 4, 2007, the Sec-
retary of the Senate, on October 24, 
2007, during the adjournment of the 
Senate, received a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing 
that the Speaker had signed the fol-
lowing enrolled bill: 

H.R. 995. An act to amend Public Law 106– 
348 to extend the authorization for estab-
lishing a memorial in the District of Colum-
bia or its environs to honor veterans who be-
came disabled while serving in the Armed 
Forces of the United States. 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 4, 2007, the en-
rolled bill was signed on October 24, 
2007, during the adjournment of the 
Senate, by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. BYRD). 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 1:57 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 505. An act to express the policy of the 
United States regarding the United States 
relationship with Native Hawaiians and to 
provide a process for the recognition by the 
United States of the Native Hawaiian gov-
erning entity. 

H.R. 1483. An act to amend the Omnibus 
Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 
1996 to extend the authorization for certain 
national heritage areas, and for other pur-
poses. 

At 5:19 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3963. An act to amend title XXI of the 
Social Security Act to extend and improve 
the Children’s Health Insurance Program, 
and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1483. An act to amend the Omnibus 
Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 
1996 to extend the authorization for certain 
national heritage areas, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 3564. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to authorize appropriations for 
the Administrative Conference of the United 
States through fiscal year 2011, and for other 
purposes. 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 
The following bills were read the first 

time: 
H.R. 505. An act to express the policy of the 

United States regarding the United States 
relationship with Native Hawaiians and to 
provide a process for the recognition by the 
United States of the Native Hawaiian gov-
erning entity. 

H.R. 3963. An act to amend title XXI of the 
Social Security Act to extend and improve 
the Children’s Health Insurance Program, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2233. A bill to provide a permanent de-
duction for States and local general sales 
taxes. 

S. 2234. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the deduction for 
qualified tuition and related expenses. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. BAUCUS, from the Committee on 

Finance, without amendment: 
S. 2242. An original bill to amend the Trade 

Act of 1974 to establish supplemental agricul-
tural disaster assistance and to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax 
incentives for conservation and alternative 
energy sources and to provide tax relief for 
farmers, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
110–206). 

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with an amendment and with 
an amended preamble: 

S. Res. 346. A resolution expressing heart-
felt sympathy for the victims of the dev-
astating thunderstorms that caused severe 
flooding during August 2007 in the States of 
Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wis-
consin, and for other purposes. 

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment and with 
a preamble: 

S. Res. 347. A resolution designating May 
2008 as ‘‘National Be Bear Aware and Wildlife 
Stewardship Month’’. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BARRASSO (for himself and 
Mr. ENZI): 

S. 2229. A bill to withdraw certain Federal 
land in the Wyoming Range from leasing and 
provide an opportunity to retire certain 
leases in the Wyoming Range; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S. 2230. A bill to amend title VIII of the 

Public Health Service Act to expand the 
nurse student loan program, to establish 
grant programs to address the nursing short-
age, to amend title VII of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to provide for a nurse fac-
ulty pilot project, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (by request): 
S. 2231. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

the Interior to strengthen cooperative con-
servation efforts and to reduce barriers to 
the use of partnerships to enable Federal 
natural resource managers to meet their ob-
ligations, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr. 
INOUYE, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. 
AKAKA): 

S. 2232. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Commerce to establish a demonstration pro-
gram to adapt the lessons of providing for-
eign aid to underdeveloped economies to the 
provision of Federal economic development 
assistance to certain similarly situated indi-
viduals, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr. 
CORNYN, Mr. ALEXANDER, and Mr. 
CORKER): 

S. 2233. A bill to provide a permanent de-
duction for States and local general sales 
taxes; read the first time. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Mr. 
ROBERTS): 

S. 2234. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the deduction for 
qualified tuition and related expenses; read 
the first time. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN): 

S. 2235. A bill to designate the facility 
under development by the Stanislaus Ag 
Center Foundation, in Stanislaus County, 
California, as the National Ag Science Cen-
ter; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 
S. 2236. A bill to amend title I of the Em-

ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974, title XXVII of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, and the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide additional limitations on pre-
existing condition exclusions in group health 
plans and health insurance coverage in the 
group and individual markets; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S. 2237. A bill to fight crime; to the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Mr. 

VOINOVICH, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. INOUYE, 
and Mr. SPECTER): 

S. 2238. A bill to amend the National Dam 
Safety Program Act to establish a program 
to provide grant assistance to States for the 
rehabilitation and repair of deficient dams; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. HATCH): 

S. 2239. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow self-employed in-
dividuals to deduct health insurance costs in 
computing self-employment taxes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CARPER (for himself and Ms. 
COLLINS): 

S. 2240. A bill to prohibit termination of 
employment of volunteer firefighters and 
emergency medical personnel responding to 
emergencies, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself and Mr. 
SALAZAR): 

S. 2241. A bill to provide consistent en-
forcement authority to the Bureau of Land 
Management, the National Park Service, the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
the Forest Service to respond to violations 
of regulations regarding the management, 
use, and protection of public land under the 
jurisdiction of those agencies, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S. 2242. An original bill to amend the Trade 

Act of 1974 to establish supplemental agricul-
tural disaster assistance and to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax 
incentives for conservation and alternative 
energy sources and to provide tax relief for 
farmers, and for other purposes; from the 
Committee on Finance; placed on the cal-
endar. 
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On page S13437, October 25, 2007, under the heading MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE, the following bill appears:  H.R. 3965.  An act to amend title XXI of the Social Security Act to extend and improve the Children's Health Insurance Program, and for other purposes.  The online version was corrected to read:  H.R. 3963. An act to amend title XXI of the Social Security Act to extend and improve the Children's Health Insurance Program, and for other purposes.   
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By Mr. SPECTER (for himself and Mr. 

WYDEN): 
S. 2243. A bill to strongly encourage the 

Government of Saudi Arabia to end its sup-
port for institutions that fund, train, incite, 
encourage, or in any other way aid and abet 
terrorism, to secure full Saudi cooperation 
in the investigation of terrorist incidents, to 
denounce Saudi sponsorship of extremist 
Wahhabi ideology, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. REID (for Mrs. CLINTON): 
S. 2244. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Health and Human Services to carry out 
demonstration projects and outreach pro-
grams for the identification and abatement 
of lead hazards, to establish the Joint Task 
Force on Lead-Based Hazards and the Task 
Force on Children’s Environmental Health 
and Safety, to strengthen the authority of 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance . 

By Mr. DURBIN: 
S. 2245. A bill to establish a commission to 

ensure food safety in the United States, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr. 
SANDERS): 

S. Res. 356. A resolution affirming that any 
offensive military action taken against Iran 
must be explicitly approved by Congress be-
fore such action may be initiated; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 367 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 367, a bill to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to prohibit the import, export, 
and sale of goods made with sweatshop 
labor, and for other purposes. 

S. 450 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
450, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to repeal the medi-
care outpatient rehabilitation therapy 
caps. 

S. 591 
At the request of Mr. CHAMBLISS, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
591, a bill to amend the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 to adjust for inflation the 
allowable amounts of financial re-
sources of eligible households and to 
exclude from countable financial re-
sources certain retirement and edu-
cation accounts. 

S. 627 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 627, a bill to amend the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 to improve the health and 
well-being of maltreated infants and 
toddlers through the creation of a Na-

tional Court Teams Resource Center, 
to assist local Court Teams, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 805 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 805, a bill to amend the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 to assist 
countries in sub-Saharan Africa in the 
effort to achieve internationally recog-
nized goals in the treatment and pre-
vention of HIV/AIDS and other major 
diseases and the reduction of maternal 
and child mortality by improving 
human health care capacity and im-
proving retention of medical health 
professionals in sub-Saharan Africa, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 898 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
898, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to fund breakthroughs in 
Alzheimer’s disease research while pro-
viding more help to caregivers and in-
creasing public education about pre-
vention. 

S. 906 
At the request of Mr. SALAZAR, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
906, a bill to prohibit the sale, distribu-
tion, transfer, and export of elemental 
mercury, and for other purposes. 

S. 1038 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1038, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to expand 
workplace health incentives by equal-
izing the tax consequences of employee 
athletic facility use. 

S. 1161 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 

names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN), the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) and the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1161, a bill to 
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to authorize the expansion of 
medicare coverage of medical nutrition 
therapy services. 

S. 1200 
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1200, a bill to amend the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act to revise 
and extend the Act. 

S. 1275 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1275, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act and title XIX of the Social 
Security Act to provide for a screening 
and treatment program for prostate 
cancer in the same manner as is pro-
vided for breast and cervical cancer. 

S. 1310 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-

sor of S. 1310, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for an extension of increased 
payments for ground ambulance serv-
ices under the Medicare program. 

S. 1382 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 

of the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1382, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of an Amyotrophic Lateral 
Sclerosis Registry. 

S. 1843 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1843, a bill to amend title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act of 
1967 to clarify that an unlawful prac-
tice occurs each time compensation is 
paid pursuant to a discriminatory com-
pensation decision or other practice, 
and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1843, supra. 

S. 1848 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1848, a bill to amend the Trade 
Act of 1974 to address the impact of 
globalization, to reauthorize trade ad-
justment assistance, to extend trade 
adjustment assistance to service work-
ers, communities, firms, and farmers, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1930 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1930, a bill to amend the Lacey Act 
Amendments of 1981 to prevent illegal 
logging practices, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1946 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 

name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1946, a bill to help Federal 
prosecutors and investigators combat 
public corruption by strengthening and 
clarifying the law. 

S. 1958 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1958, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to en-
sure and foster continued patient qual-
ity of care by establishing facility and 
patient criteria for long-term care hos-
pitals and related improvements under 
the Medicare program. 

S. 2033 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2033, a bill to provide for 
greater disclosure to, and empower-
ment of, consumers who have entered 
into a contract for cellular telephone 
service. 

S. 2054 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
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2054, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development to 
make grants to assist cities with a va-
cant housing problem, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2058 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2058, a bill to amend the 
Commodity Exchange Act to close the 
Enron loophole, prevent price manipu-
lation and excessive speculation in the 
trading of energy commodities, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2070 
At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2070, a bill to prevent Government 
shutdowns. 

S. 2099 
At the request of Mr. SALAZAR, the 

names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) and the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2099, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to re-
peal the Medicare competitive bidding 
project for clinical laboratory services. 

S. 2119 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 

names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) and the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. BAYH) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 2119, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of veterans who be-
came disabled for life while serving in 
the Armed Forces of the United States. 

S. 2160 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2160, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to establish a pain 
care initiative in health care facilities 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2162 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2162, a bill to improve the 
treatment and services provided by the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to vet-
erans with post-traumatic stress dis-
order and substance use disorders, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 2170 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. DOLE) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2170, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the 
treatment of qualified restaurant prop-
erty as 15-year property for purposes of 
the depreciation deduction. 

S. 2172 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2172, a bill to impose sanctions on offi-
cials of the State Peace and Develop-
ment Council in Burma, to prohibit the 
importation of gems and hardwoods 

from Burma, to support democracy in 
Burma, and for other purposes. 

S. 2187 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2187, a bill to amend the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 
to provide for child care workforce de-
velopment initiatives, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2228 

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SUNUNU) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2228, a bill to extend and 
improve agricultural programs, and for 
other purposes. 

S.J. RES. 22 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S.J. Res. 22, a joint resolution pro-
viding for congressional disapproval 
under chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, of the rule submitted by 
the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid 
Services within the Department of 
Health and Human Services relating to 
Medicare coverage for the use of 
erythropoiesis stimulating agents in 
cancer and related neoplastic condi-
tions. 

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S.J. Res. 22, supra. 

S. CON. RES. 51 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Con. Res. 51, a concurrent resolution 
supporting ‘‘Lights On Afterschool!’’, a 
national celebration of after school 
programs. 

S. RES. 346 

At the request of Mr. INHOFE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 346, a resolution expressing heart-
felt sympathy for the victims of the 
devastating thunderstorms that caused 
severe flooding during August 2007 in 
the States of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, 
Ohio, and Wisconsin, and for other pur-
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2631 

At the request of Mr. OBAMA, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2631 proposed to H.R. 
976, an act to amend title XXI of the 
Social Security Act to extend and im-
prove the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BARRASSO (for himself 
and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 2229. A bill to withdraw certain 
Federal land in the Wyoming Range 
from leasing and provide an oppor-
tunity to retire certain leases in the 
Wyoming Range; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I rise 
because today is Wyoming’s day, lit-
erally. It is a long awaited day, a day 

that is special, a day that is as special 
as the mountain range that this day 
centers on, and as special as the State 
for which this mountain range is 
named. 

This is a day of which I am proud to 
be a part, joining with the strong ma-
jority of Wyoming people who want the 
legislation I am introducing. It is the 
Wyoming Range Legacy Act of 2007. 

Energy development is a proud part 
of Wyoming, and it is an important 
part of our Nation. But equal to that 
energy heritage is tourism and recre-
ation—also a proud part of Wyoming 
and an important part of this Nation. 

Wyoming is special. Reflecting both 
aspects of our economy, our people 
want a special balance between two of 
our top industries: energy and tourism 
and recreation. 

Some of Wyoming’s significant and 
important energy contributions to this 
great Nation encompass thousands of 
acres for our natural gas and energy 
fields. Meanwhile, independent and 
strong stands an isolated mountain 
range 100 miles long and 12,000 feet 
high. This range is named for our great 
State. It is that independent and wild 
mountain range—the Wyoming 
Range—that I want to focus on today, 
and well into the future, for the best 
future for Wyoming and for our people. 

As leaders, there are things we do, 
defining actions, actions that go well 
beyond everyday issues. They sur-
mount the daily noise and the disagree-
ments, and they rise to the level of 
something else: It is to doing the right 
thing. 

Today goes beyond the average day 
for Wyoming. As I said, today is Wyo-
ming’s day. It is a great day because it 
is today that a bill is introduced that 
will keep this special place on the map 
for tourism, for recreation, and for 
sportsmen forever. 

We, as a State—the Governor and I— 
come together, cooperatively, to join 
in the memory of our dear friend Craig 
Thomas to finish his work, to keep and 
enhance the tourism, recreation, hunt-
ing, and sportsmen economy of the Wy-
oming Range, to preserve a key part of 
Wyoming’s heritage. 

This legislation, this initiative Craig 
Thomas was ready to introduce the 
week he passed goes to the very heart 
and soul of the great State of Wyo-
ming. Indeed, this is a place where the 
heart and the soul of Wyoming run free 
and run wild. 

This is 1.2 million acres for Wyoming 
tourism, sportsmen, and recreationists. 
This will mean that new, future leasing 
for oil and gas will be welcomed else-
where in the State, and the Wyoming 
Range will remain in the recreational- 
based economy that now exists. 

For those leases that have already 
been issued, this legislation provides a 
process for groups or individuals who 
are focused on conservation to buy 
back the value of those leases under 
voluntary purchase, and then retire 
them forever. 

We all must recognize that the issued 
leases do have a value because they are 
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now legal property. At the same time, 
we can encourage all at the table— 
leaders, conservationists, and the pri-
vate sector—to work toward doing the 
right thing. That process is now appro-
priately outside of the legislation and 
is ongoing. 

For the recently issued leases that 
amount to some 44,000 acres, I have 
great confidence we will be able to 
work out creative solutions with re-
spect on all sides. 

But let us look at the bigger picture 
in this bill, with emphasis on an impor-
tant, central point: What was the last 
bold move for Wyoming tourism? I 
proudly say, 1.2 million acres for Wyo-
ming tourism, for Wyoming sportsmen, 
and for Wyoming outfitters and 
guides—all of whom contribute mil-
lions to our economy. 

This is not a bill that ‘‘locks up’’ 
land. To the contrary, it is a bill for 
economic prosperity, for recreation, 
and for tourism. What we do in this im-
portant piece of legislation is to recog-
nize an economic base and then en-
hance it. Let me repeat—because this 
is a very important point—we are tak-
ing the existing economic base and en-
hancing it in the Wyoming Range. 

The Wyoming Range is a rec-
reational-based economic zone. Yes, 
there are symbolic reasons for this ini-
tiative. It is the Wyoming Range, after 
all. But there is hard math at the core 
of this legislation. Tourism and recre-
ation in our Wyoming economy mat-
ters. And doing the right thing mat-
ters. It matters for future generations 
of Wyoming people who will someday 
hunt and fish and hike in these moun-
tains. It is also a place where Wyo-
ming’s agricultural industry has 
thrived for years. With this legislation, 
grazing and Wyoming’s cowboy herit-
age will continue to thrive. 

I want to read you something from 
1961 that still applies very much today. 
It goes to the heart of maintaining 
proper balance and multiple use of our 
land: 

Another factor in maintaining balance in-
volves the element of time. As we peer into 
society’s future, we—you and I, and our gov-
ernment—must avoid the impulse to live 
only for today, plundering, for our own ease 
and convenience, the precious resources of 
tomorrow. We cannot mortgage the material 
assets of our grandchildren without asking 
the loss also of their political and spiritual 
heritage. We want democracy to survive for 
all generations to come, not to become the 
insolvent phantom of tomorrow. 

Those words were spoken by Presi-
dent Dwight Eisenhower in his final ad-
dress as he left the Presidency. The 
children who were listening to his 
words back then are now grown and 
have grandchildren of their own. 

The Wyoming Range—the range 
named for our beloved State—has sym-
bolic meaning, inherent values. It is 
the heart and the soul of a great State, 
a spiritual heritage, now a physical re-
ality. 

Mr. President, today is Wyoming’s 
day, for the Wyoming range, and for 
the people who love it. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S. 2230. A bill to amend title VIII of 

the Public Health Service Act to ex-
pand the nurse student loan program, 
to establish grant programs to address 
the nursing shortage, to amend title 
VII of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
to provide for a nurse faculty pilot 
project, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today I 
am honored to introduce the Nursing 
Education Opportunities Act. This bill 
seeks to help alleviate both the nursing 
shortage faced in hospitals and clinics 
throughout the country, as well as the 
faculty shortage in nursing schools 
that constrains the number of new 
nurses who can be trained to fill the 
vacancies in our health facilities. 

As most people who have heard me 
talk about health care know, nurses 
have a soft spot in my heart. In 1987, I 
was stricken with a brain aneurysm 
and spent months recovering at Walter 
Reed Hospital. The surgeons who oper-
ated on me were spectacular and I can 
never thank them enough. But the 
nurses who took care of me during my 
stay at Walter Reed were the embodi-
ment of absolute comfort and unques-
tioning kindness. Along with the top 
notch medical care they provided me, 
the nurses at Walter Reed literally 
breathed life back into my lungs, 
washed me, brushed my teeth and went 
on search missions for the most com-
fortable pillows available. As I often 
say, if there are any angels in heaven, 
they must be nurses. 

Unfortunately, right now our country 
is facing a nursing shortage. The Amer-
ican Hospital Association reported in 
July 2007 that United States hospitals 
had an estimated 116,000 registered 
nurse vacancies as of December 2006. 
Despite the nurse shortage and efforts 
to increase the pool of qualified nurses, 
schools of nursing struggle to increase 
student capacity. According to the 
American Association of Colleges of 
Nursing, AACN, the U.S. nursing 
schools turned away nearly 43,000 
qualified applicants in 2006 primarily 
due to an insufficient number of fac-
ulty. 

AACN reported in July 2006, a total 
of 637 faculty vacancies at 329 nursing 
schools with baccalaureate or graduate 
programs, or both, across the Nation. 
Besides the vacancies, schools cited the 
need to create an additional 55 faculty 
positions to accommodate student de-
mand. Most of the vacancies, approxi-
mately 53.7 percent, were faculty posi-
tions requiring a doctoral degree. 

The average ages of doctorally pre-
pared nurse faculty holding the ranks 
of professor, associate professor and as-
sistant professor are 58.6, 55.8, and 51.6 
years, respectively. Considering the av-
erage age of nurse faculty at retire-
ment is 62.5 years, a wave of nurse fac-
ulty retirements is expected in the 
next decade. In fact, in 2007 the Asso-
ciation of Academic Health Centers 
surveyed chief executive officers from 

academic health centers regarding fac-
ulty shortages across various health 
professions. The CEOs rated the nurs-
ing faculty shortage as the most severe 
of all health professions with 81 per-
cent noting the nursing faculty short-
age as a problem. 

To address this nurse faculty short-
age and to get more nurses trained, 
this bill provides three mechanisms to 
increase the number of and access to 
nurse faculty. 

First, the bill establishes a grant pro-
gram to help schools establish doctoral 
nursing programs. Right now, there are 
8 States, including my home State of 
Delaware, which do not have a doctoral 
nursing program in their State. This 
bill allows eligible schools to receive a 
grant up to $2,000,000 to be used to es-
tablish a doctoral degree program. The 
funds can be used to hire administra-
tors, faculty and staff; retain current 
faculty; develop doctoral curriculum; 
repair and expand infrastructures; pur-
chase additional equipment; develop 
and enhance clinical laboratories; re-
cruit students; establish technology in-
frastructures; and other investments 
deemed necessary. 

Second, this bill establishes a doc-
toral nursing consortia pilot project to 
provide grants to partnerships of 
schools to allow them to share doctoral 
faculty and programmatic resources. 
This would allow schools with a short-
age of faculty at the doctoral level to 
partner with other schools to provide 
proper education for their students. 
These grants can be awarded up to 
$500,000 and can be used to establish 
technology infrastructures; develop 
shared doctoral curriculum; hire fac-
ulty and staff; retain current faculty; 
provide travel stipends for nursing fac-
ulty who agree to teach nursing 
courses at consortium schools; provide 
scholarships for post-doctoral fellows 
who agree to teach a nursing course 
within the nursing doctoral cur-
riculum; provide collaborative net-
works for nursing research; and other 
investments determined necessary. 

Third, I am pleased to include a 
nurse faculty pilot project that was 
part of the Nurse Faculty Higher Edu-
cation Act introduced in the House of 
Representatives by Representative 
CAROLYN MCCARTHY. This pilot project 
would provide grants to partnerships 
between accredited schools of nursing 
and hospitals or health facilities to 
fund release time for qualified nurse 
employees so they can earn a salary 
while obtaining an advanced degree in 
nursing with the goal of becoming 
nurse faculty. In short, this will make 
it easier for nurses to pursue an ad-
vanced degree by allowing them to 
work part time and retain some of 
their salary. Many nurses currently 
cannot afford to leave their jobs to go 
back to school because they would lose 
their salaries. 

In addition to these three provisions, 
the bill also amends the Public Health 
Service Act to provide that, in the case 
of a nurse faculty shortage, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
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may obligate more than 10 percent of 
traineeships through the Advanced 
Education Nursing Grants for individ-
uals in doctoral degree nursing pro-
grams. This is important to help ad-
vance nursing education and allow 
greater funding opportunities for doc-
toral students. 

But while this bill focuses heavily on 
increasing the number of nurse faculty 
to allow nursing schools to train more 
nurses, it also seeks to help nursing 
students as well. 

First, the bill explicitly includes ac-
celerated degree nursing students as el-
igible for financial assistance through 
nursing programs in the Public Health 
Service Act, including the Nursing Stu-
dent Loan Program. To address the 
shortage of qualified nurses, schools of 
nursing have developed accelerated, 
second-baccalaureate degree programs 
in nursing. Students in accelerated de-
gree programs are those with a bacca-
laureate degree in another field who 
have decided to return to school to get 
a degree in nursing. The students in 
these programs have difficulty secur-
ing federal funding as this program 
category is not easily defined. Acceler-
ated nursing degree programs are not 
typical 4-year baccalaureate degree 
programs, as they take between 1 and 2 
years to complete. However, they are 
becoming increasingly popular. In 2005, 
these programs graduated 3,769 stu-
dents. In 2006 they graduated 5,236—an 
additional 1,467 nursing graduates in a 
single year. Hospitals and other health 
facilities like hiring graduates from ac-
celerated nursing degree programs be-
cause they often have demonstrated a 
record of success and work-ethic that 
facilitates a more rapid and smooth 
transition in to the highly complex 
health care environment. Accelerated 
nursing degree students are a critical 
element to meeting this country’s 
nursing needs. 

Additionally, it is time to raise the 
yearly loan amounts available to all 
nursing students through the Nursing 
Student Loan Program. This important 
program, which provides long-term, 
low interest-rate loans to full-time and 
half-time financially needy students 
pursuing a course of study leading to a 
diploma, associate, baccalaureate or 
graduate degree in nursing, has not ad-
justed the maximum yearly loan 
amounts available for over a decade. 
Currently, a student can receive a max-
imum yearly loan of $2,500 for their 
first 2 years in a nursing school and 
$4,000 per year during their second 2 
years. This bill would adjust these to-
tals to $4,400 in the first 2 years and 
$7,000 in the second 2 years, respec-
tively. It is time to raise the yearly 
loan amounts, as the cost of tuition at 
nursing schools has increased substan-
tially over the past decade. 

It is imperative that we in Congress 
act to help alleviate the nursing short-
age and the nurse faculty shortage in 
this country. Nurses comprise the larg-
est segment of health care providers in 
this country and they are crucial in en-

suring the quality of care that Ameri-
cans receive. I believe the initiatives 
contained in the Nursing Education 
Opportunities Act can help reduce 
these shortages. The American Acad-
emy of Nursing, American Association 
of Colleges of Nursing, American Ne-
phrology Nurses’ Association, Amer-
ican Nurses Association, American Or-
ganization of Nurse Executives, Asso-
ciation of Women’s Health, Obstetric 
and Neonatal Nurses and the National 
League for Nursing all support this leg-
islation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2230 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Nursing 
Education Opportunities Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) The American Hospital Association re-

ported in July 2007 that United States hos-
pitals need approximately 116,000 registered 
nurses to fill vacant positions nationwide. 

(2) To address the shortage of qualified 
nurses, schools of nursing have developed ac-
celerated, second-baccalaureate degree pro-
grams in nursing. In 2005, these programs 
graduated 3,769 students. The number of ac-
celerated degree graduates in 2006 was 5,236. 
This is an additional 1,467 nursing graduates 
in 1 year. 

(3) Despite the nurse shortage and efforts 
to increase the pool of qualified nurses, 
schools of nursing struggle to increase stu-
dent capacity. According to the American 
Association of Colleges of Nursing (referred 
to in this Act as the ‘‘AACN’’), United States 
nursing schools turned away nearly 43,000 
qualified applicants in 2006 primarily due to 
an insufficient number of faculty. 

(4) The AACN reported in July 2006, a total 
of 637 faculty vacancies at 329 nursing 
schools with baccalaureate or graduate pro-
grams, or both, across the Nation. Besides 
the vacancies, schools cited the need to cre-
ate an additional 55 faculty positions to ac-
commodate student demand. Most of the va-
cancies (53.7 percent) were faculty positions 
requiring a doctoral degree. 

(5) In 2007, the Association of Academic 
Health Centers surveyed chief executive offi-
cers (CEOs) from academic health centers re-
garding faculty shortages across various 
health professions. The CEOs rated the nurs-
ing faculty shortage as the most severe of all 
health professions with 81 percent noting the 
nursing faculty shortage as a problem. 

(6) The average ages of doctorally-prepared 
nurse faculty holding the ranks of professor, 
associate professor, and assistant professor 
are 58.6, 55.8, and 51.6 years, respectively. 
Considering the average age of nurse faculty 
at retirement is 62.5 years, a wave of nurse 
faculty retirements is expected in the next 
decade. 

(7) Master’s and doctoral programs in nurs-
ing are not producing a large enough pool of 
potential nurse educators to meet the de-
mand. In 2006, the AACN found that gradua-
tions from doctoral nursing programs were 
up by only 1.4 percent from the previous aca-
demic year. 

(8) Nurses are vital to the Nation’s health 
care delivery system. Due to the nurse short-

age, patient safety and quality of care are at 
risk. Given the findings described in para-
graphs (1) through (7), measures must be 
taken to address the nurse shortage and 
nursing faculty shortage. 
SEC. 3. NURSING STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM. 

Title VIII of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 296 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 835(b)(4), by inserting ‘‘(in-
cluding a student in an accelerated nursing 
degree program who is pursuing a second 
baccalaureate degree or a master’s degree as 
an entry level nursing degree)’’ after ‘‘grad-
uate degree in nursing’’; and 

(2) in section 836— 
(A) in subsection (a)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘$2,500’’ and inserting 

‘‘$4,400’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘$4,000’’ and inserting 

‘‘$7,000’’; and 
(iii) by striking ‘‘$13,000’’ and inserting 

‘‘$22,900’’; and 
(B) in subsection (b)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘(includ-

ing a student in an accelerated nursing de-
gree program who is pursuing a second bac-
calaureate degree or a master’s degree as an 
entry level nursing degree)’’ after ‘‘graduate 
degree in nursing’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘(includ-
ing a student in an accelerated nursing de-
gree program who is pursuing a second bac-
calaureate degree)’’ after ‘‘equivalent de-
gree’’. 
SEC. 4. ACCELERATED NURSING DEGREE PRO-

GRAMS. 
Section 801(3) of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 296(3)) is amended by inserting 
‘‘(including an accelerated nursing degree 
program)’’ before ‘‘and including’’. 
SEC. 5. ADVANCED EDUCATION NURSING 

GRANTS. 
Section 811(f)(2) of the Public Health Serv-

ice Act (42 U.S.C. 296j(f)(2)) is amended by 
striking the period at the end and inserting 
‘‘, except in the case of a nurse faculty short-
age, the Secretary may, in the Secretary’s 
discretion, obligate more than 10 percent of 
such traineeships for individuals in doctoral 
degree programs.’’. 
SEC. 6. GRANT PROGRAM FOR DOCTORAL NURS-

ING PROGRAMS. 
Part D of title VIII of the Public Health 

Service Act (42 U.S.C. 296p et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 832. GRANT PROGRAM FOR DOCTORAL 

NURSING PROGRAMS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 

award grants to eligible entities to enable 
the eligible entities to establish doctoral 
nursing degree programs. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In this section, the 
term ‘eligible entity’ means an entity that is 
1 of the ‘eligible entities’ as such term is de-
fined in section 801. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—An eligible entity that 
desires a grant under this section shall sub-
mit an application to the Secretary at such 
time, in such manner, and accompanied by 
such information as the Secretary may re-
quire. 

‘‘(d) SELECTION OF GRANT RECIPIENTS.—Not 
later than 6 months after the date of enact-
ment of the Nursing Education Opportuni-
ties Act, the Secretary shall establish re-
quirements and procedures for the adminis-
tration of grants under this section and pro-
cedures for selecting grant recipients. In 
awarding grants under this section, the Sec-
retary shall consider the following: 

‘‘(1) DOCTORAL NURSING PROGRAM DISTRIBU-
TION.—Providing priority to eligible entities 
located in States in which there are no doc-
toral nursing degree programs. 

‘‘(2) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—Providing 
an equitable geographic distribution of such 
grants. 
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‘‘(3) RURAL AND URBAN AREAS.—Distrib-

uting such grants to rural and urban areas. 
‘‘(4) PRIOR EXPERIENCE OR EXCEPTIONAL 

PROGRAMS.—Whether the eligible entity has 
demonstrated— 

‘‘(A) prior experience in, or exceptional 
programs for, the preparation of bacca-
laureate prepared nurses or master’s pre-
pared nurses; and 

‘‘(B) an interest in establishing a doctoral 
nursing degree program. 

‘‘(e) GRANT AMOUNT.—Each grant awarded 
under this section shall be equal to not more 
than $2,000,000. 

‘‘(f) GRANT DURATION.—A grant awarded 
under this section shall be for a period of not 
more than 5 years. 

‘‘(g) USE OF FUNDS.—An eligible entity 
that receives a grant under this section shall 
use the grant funds to establish a doctoral 
nursing degree program, including— 

‘‘(1) hiring administrators, faculty, and 
staff; 

‘‘(2) retaining current faculty; 
‘‘(3) developing doctoral curriculum; 
‘‘(4) repairing and expanding infrastruc-

tures; 
‘‘(5) purchasing educational equipment; 
‘‘(6) developing and enhancing clinical lab-

oratories; 
‘‘(7) recruiting students; 
‘‘(8) establishing technology infrastruc-

tures; and 
‘‘(9) other investments determined nec-

essary by the eligible entity for the develop-
ment of a doctoral nursing degree program. 

‘‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section not more than 
$40,000,000 for fiscal year 2008 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc-
ceeding fiscal years.’’. 
SEC. 7. DOCTORAL NURSING CONSORTIA PILOT 

PROJECT. 
Part D of title VIII of the Public Health 

Service Act (42 U.S.C. 296p et seq.), as 
amended by section 6, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 833. DOCTORAL NURSING CONSORTIA 

PILOT PROJECT. 
‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the pilot 

project under this section is to provide 
grants to partnerships of eligible entities to 
establish consortia to enhance and expand 
the availability of doctoral nurse faculty and 
education by enabling the partners involved 
to share doctoral faculty and programmatic 
resources so that the nursing faculty short-
age does not further inhibit the preparation 
of future nurses or nurse faculty. 

‘‘(b) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
award grants to partnerships of eligible enti-
ties to enable the partnerships to establish 
doctoral nursing consortia. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) DOCTORAL NURSING CONSORTIUM.—The 

term ‘doctoral nursing consortium’ means a 
partnership that includes 2 or more of— 

‘‘(A) eligible entities within the same 
State; 

‘‘(B) eligible entities within different 
States; or 

‘‘(C) eligible entities establishing a doc-
toral nursing program. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘eligible 
entity’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 832(b). 

‘‘(d) APPLICATION.—A partnership of eligi-
ble entities that desires a grant under this 
section shall submit an application to the 
Secretary at such time, in such manner, and 
accompanied by such information as the Sec-
retary may require. Such partnership may 
apply for a grant under this section each 
year of the pilot project. 

‘‘(e) SELECTION.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of the Nursing 

Education Opportunities Act, the Secretary 
shall establish requirements and procedures 
for the administration of grants under this 
section and procedures for selecting grant re-
cipients. 

‘‘(f) CONSIDERATION IN MAKING AWARDS.—In 
awarding grants under this section, the Sec-
retary shall consider the following: 

‘‘(1) PRIOR EXPERIENCE OR EXCEPTIONAL 
PROGRAMS.—Eligible entities that have dem-
onstrated prior experience in, or exceptional 
programs for, the preparation of— 

‘‘(A) doctorally prepared nursing faculty 
and nursing researchers; and 

‘‘(B) baccalaureate prepared nurses or mas-
ter’s prepared nurses. 

‘‘(2) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—Providing 
an equitable geographic distribution of such 
grants. 

‘‘(3) RURAL AND URBAN AREAS.—Distrib-
uting such grants to rural and urban areas. 

‘‘(4) NEW GRANTEES.—Awarding grants to 
eligible entities that have not previously re-
ceived a grant under this section. 

‘‘(g) GRANT AMOUNT.—The Secretary shall 
determine the amount of each grant awarded 
under this section based on the purpose of 
this section, which amount shall not be more 
than $500,000. 

‘‘(h) USE OF FUNDS.—A partnership of eligi-
ble entities that receives a grant under this 
section shall use the grant funds to establish 
a doctoral nursing consortium that shall 
share doctoral faculty and programmatic re-
sources, such as— 

‘‘(1) establishing technology infrastruc-
tures; 

‘‘(2) developing shared doctoral cur-
riculum; 

‘‘(3) hiring faculty and staff; 
‘‘(4) retaining current faculty; 
‘‘(5) providing travel stipends for nursing 

faculty who agree to teach nursing courses 
at another eligible entity within the doc-
toral nursing consortium; 

‘‘(6) providing scholarships for post-doc-
toral fellows who agree to teach a nursing 
course within the nursing doctoral consor-
tium; 

‘‘(7) providing collaborative networks for 
nursing research; and 

‘‘(8) other investments determined nec-
essary by the eligible entities for use within 
the doctoral nursing consortium. 

‘‘(i) GRANT DURATION.—The pilot project 
under this section shall be for a period of not 
more than 5 years. 

‘‘(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section not more than 
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 2008 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc-
ceeding fiscal years.’’. 
SEC. 8. NURSE FACULTY PILOT PROJECT. 

Title VII of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1133 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘PART F—NURSE FACULTY PILOT 
PROJECT 

‘‘SEC. 781. PURPOSES. 
‘‘The purposes of this part are to create a 

pilot program— 
‘‘(1) to provide scholarships to qualified 

nurses in pursuit of an advanced degree with 
the goal of becoming faculty members in an 
accredited nursing program; and 

‘‘(2) to provide grants to partnerships be-
tween accredited schools of nursing and hos-
pitals or health facilities to fund release 
time for qualified nurse employees, so that 
those employees can earn a salary while ob-
taining an advanced degree in nursing with 
the goal of becoming nurse faculty. 
‘‘SEC. 782. ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED. 

‘‘(a) COMPETITIVE GRANTS AUTHORIZED.— 
The Secretary may, on a competitive basis, 
award grants to, and enter into contracts 

and cooperative agreements with, partner-
ships composed of an accredited school of 
nursing at an institution of higher education 
and a hospital or health facility to establish 
not more than 5 pilot projects to enable such 
hospital or health facility to retain its staff 
of experienced nurses while providing a 
mechanism to have these individuals be-
come, through an accelerated nursing edu-
cation program, faculty members of an ac-
credited school of nursing. 

‘‘(b) DURATION; EVALUATION AND DISSEMI-
NATION.— 

‘‘(1) DURATION.—Grants under this part 
shall be awarded for a period of 3 to 5 years. 

‘‘(2) MANDATORY EVALUATION AND DISSEMI-
NATION.—Grants under this part shall be pri-
marily used for evaluation, and dissemina-
tion to other institutions of higher edu-
cation, of the information obtained through 
the activities described in section 781(2). 

‘‘(c) CONSIDERATIONS IN MAKING AWARDS.— 
In awarding grants and entering into con-
tracts and cooperative agreements under 
this section, the Secretary shall consider the 
following: 

‘‘(1) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—Providing 
an equitable geographic distribution of such 
grants. 

‘‘(2) RURAL AND URBAN AREAS.—Distrib-
uting such grants to urban and rural areas. 

‘‘(3) RANGE AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION.—En-
suring that the activities to be assisted are 
developed for a range of types and sizes of in-
stitutions of higher education. 

‘‘(4) PRIOR EXPERIENCE OR EXCEPTIONAL 
PROGRAMS.—Institutions of higher education 
with demonstrated prior experience in pro-
viding advanced nursing education programs 
to prepare nurses interested in pursuing a 
faculty role. 

‘‘(d) USES OF FUNDS.—Funds made avail-
able by grant, contract, or cooperative 
agreement under this part may be used— 

‘‘(1) to develop a new national demonstra-
tion initiative to align nursing education 
with the emerging challenges of healthcare 
delivery; and 

‘‘(2) for any 1 or more of the following in-
novations in educational programs: 

‘‘(A) To develop a clinical simulation lab-
oratory in a hospital, health facility, or ac-
credited school of nursing. 

‘‘(B) To purchase distance learning tech-
nologies. 

‘‘(C) To fund release time for qualified 
nurses enrolled in the graduate nursing pro-
gram. 

‘‘(D) To provide for faculty salaries. 
‘‘(E) To collect and analyze data on edu-

cational outcomes. 
‘‘SEC. 783. APPLICATIONS. 

‘‘Each partnership desiring to receive a 
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement 
under this part shall submit an application 
to the Secretary at such time, in such man-
ner, and accompanied by such information as 
the Secretary may require. Each application 
shall include assurances that— 

‘‘(1) the individuals enrolled in the pro-
gram will be qualified nurses in pursuit of a 
master’s or doctoral degree in nursing and 
have a contractual obligation with the hos-
pital or health facility that is in partnership 
with the institution of higher education; 

‘‘(2) the hospital or health facility of em-
ployment would be the clinical site for the 
accredited school of nursing program; 

‘‘(3) individuals will also maintain their 
employment on a part time basis to the hos-
pital or health facility that allowed them to 
participate in the program, and will receive 
an income from the hospital or health facil-
ity, as a part time employee, and release 
times or flexible schedules to accommodate 
the individuals’ class schedules; and 

‘‘(4) upon completion of the program, an 
individual agrees to teach for 2 years in an 
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accredited school of nursing for each year of 
support the individual received under this 
program. 
‘‘SEC. 784. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated 
for this part not more than $10,000,000 for fis-
cal year 2008 and such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal 
years. 
‘‘SEC. 785. DEFINITION. 

‘‘For purposes of this part, the term 
‘health facility’ means an Indian Health 
Service health service center, a Native Ha-
waiian health center, a hospital, a Federally 
qualified health center, a rural health clinic, 
a nursing home, a home health agency, a 
hospice program, a public health clinic, a 
State or local department of public health, a 
skilled nursing facility, or ambulatory sur-
gical center.’’. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (by request): 
S. 2231. A bill to authorize the Sec-

retary of the Interior to strengthen co-
operative conservation efforts and to 
reduce barriers to the use of partner-
ships to enable Federal natural re-
source managers to meet their obliga-
tions, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, on 
June 19, 2007, the administration trans-
mitted draft legislation entitled the 
Cooperative Conservation Enhance-
ment Act, which was referred to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

I am pleased today to introduce the 
Cooperative Conservation Enhance-
ment Act, by request, as a courtesy to 
the administration. This bill would 
clarify the responsibilities and authori-
ties of the Secretary of the Interior to 
enter into cooperative conservation 
partnerships. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill, a letter of support, and 
a section-by-section analysis be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2231 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Cooperative 
Conservation Enhancement Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) fostering innovation, emphasizing part-

nerships, creating incentives for steward-
ship, drawing on information from local citi-
zens, and providing integrated decision-mak-
ing frameworks that involve States and lo-
calities in Federal decision-making are suc-
cessful cooperative conservation strategies 
that help conserve our Nation’s natural re-
sources and protect our environment; 

(2) Americans favor environmental protec-
tion and natural resource management 
achieved through cooperation over conflict, 
which is the goal of cooperative conserva-
tion; 

(3) successful conservation policies reside 
in the efforts of citizens to maintain healthy 
land and waters and the wildlife that depend 
on them, in particular, in the actions of citi-
zens in their own backyards, at their places 
of recreation and work, on farms and 

ranches, and in communities across the Na-
tion; 

(4) to ensure long-term benefits and to 
meet program goals, it is important for Fed-
eral, State, and local officials to tap the in-
genuity, imagination, and innovative spirit 
of citizens at the local level, which is where 
the resolution to many conservation chal-
lenges lies; 

(5) cooperative conservation represents a 
proven and necessary approach to achieving 
conservation goals, and includes the people 
who engage in activities on public and pri-
vate land and established measures by which 
to judge whether actions have truly im-
proved the environment, enhanced natural 
resources, maintained healthy local commu-
nities, and fostered dynamic economies; 

(6) through cooperative conservation, bene-
fits to the environment and natural re-
sources are measured by results on the 
ground, in the water, and in the air; 

(7) cooperative conservation emphasizes 
cooperative problem solving, incentives, and 
cooperation over prescriptive rules; 

(8) cooperative conservation respects prop-
erty rights, contracts, and compacts; 

(9) actions taken by the Executive Branch 
to further cooperative conservation have 
begun to show tangible results in addressing 
the challenges that citizens and Federal land 
managers are facing as they work to improve 
land, waters, and wildlife habitat through 
partnered problem solving; 

(10) it is the intent of Congress to recog-
nize the importance of enhancing means 
available to landowners, States, Indian 
tribes, and Federal land managers to achieve 
improvements to the environment and nat-
ural resources through cooperative conserva-
tion; and 

(11) the Secretary of the Interior is gen-
erally authorized to undertake many activi-
ties with partners to conserve natural re-
sources and protect the environment, but 
that specific authorization to accomplish 
these goals through cooperative conserva-
tion would reinforce the importance of these 
goals. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to strengthen and advance the Depart-
ment of the Interior’s commitment to the 
improvement of the environment and en-
hancement of natural resources through co-
operative conservation efforts; 

(2) to advance successful models of cooper-
ative conservation by ensuring clear, but 
flexible, authority for programs currently 
carried out by the Department through its 
bureaus under many disparate authorities; 

(3) to expand the use of cooperative con-
servation by providing the Secretary of the 
Interior with new authorities to better pro-
mote conservation partnerships with private 
individuals, organizations, and government 
entities; 

(4) to further the use of partnerships to 
help the Department’s land and natural re-
source managers better meet their obliga-
tions; 

(5) to promote conservation partnership ca-
pacity building; and 

(6) to authorize the use of collaborative 
problem solving and alternative dispute res-
olution in the Department’s bureaus and of-
fices. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) COOPERATIVE CONSERVATION.—The term 

‘‘cooperative conservation’’ means actions 
that relate to the use, enhancement, and en-
joyment of natural resources, protection of 
the environment, or both, and that involve 
collaborative activity among Federal, State, 
local, and tribal governments, private for- 
profit and nonprofit institutions, other non-
governmental entities, or individuals. 

(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 
means the Department of the Interior. 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

TITLE I—WORKING LANDSCAPE 
PROJECTS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Working 
Landscape Projects Act of 2007.’’ 
SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES.—The term 

‘‘administrative services’’ includes services 
and costs associated with the operations of 
activities authorized under this title. These 
services and costs shall include meeting an-
nouncements, copying, and personnel and 
reasonable rental costs for facilities nec-
essary for implementing this title. Such 
services and costs shall be consistent with 
applicable federal rules, regulations, and 
guidance. 

(2) GOVERNANCE ACTIVITIES.—The term 
‘‘governance activities’’ means those activi-
ties required to ensure the operation and im-
plementation of projects described under 
this title, including hiring personnel to co-
ordinate project implementation, providing 
oversight and monitoring of projects and 
project goals, performing adaptive manage-
ment techniques on projects, coordinating 
activities with various partners, performing 
scientific oversight of projects, including 
commissioning scientific studies, and re-
questing data from Federal, State, and local 
government officials, nonprofit organiza-
tions, and private individuals. 

(3) INFORMATION DISSEMINATION ACTIVI-
TIES.—The term ‘‘information dissemination 
activities’’ includes broadcasting the an-
nouncement of meetings and the distribution 
of reports, memos, and other relevant infor-
mation necessary for carrying out the au-
thorities under this title. 

(4) LANDSCAPE PROJECT PARTNER.—The 
term ‘‘landscape project partner’’ means a 
representative of Federal, State, or tribal 
governments, private landowners or corpora-
tions, or nonprofit organizations. 
SEC. 103. AUTHORIZATION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE, 

GOVERNANCE, AND INFORMATION 
DISSEMINATION PURPOSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) The Secretary is au-
thorized, through a competitive process, to 
directly fund or reimburse landscape project 
partners for the development or maintenance 
of necessary administrative services, govern-
ance activities, and information dissemina-
tion activities necessary for the implementa-
tion of a landscape project. 

(2) The funding under paragraph (1) shall 
not exceed 3 years for a particular project. 

(3) In order to qualify for administrative 
funding, a project shall— 

(A) include participation by representa-
tives from a diversity of individuals and or-
ganizations, including government; 

(B) affect several jurisdictions or land own-
erships; and 

(C) have the potential for advancing coop-
erative conservation across a geographical 
area. 

(b) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—Such projects may 
include— 

(1) established cooperative projects that 
have a documented record of success and 
demonstrated leadership and organizational 
capacity; 

(2) existing conservation projects that are 
at the stage of forming partnerships and re-
quire sustained capacity building; or 

(3) new or proposed projects that have a 
plan for establishing partnerships and devel-
oping landscape-based projects. 

(c) CRITERIA.—Eligible applications shall— 
(1) exhibit a clear purpose; 
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(2) demonstrate, or have a plan for estab-

lishing, partnerships which include represen-
tation of key interests through multiple 
partners; 

(3) use, or plan to use in the future, coordi-
nated management with Federal and other 
partners; 

(4) have developed performance goals and 
objectives consistent, where appropriate, 
with departmental goals; 

(5) have developed a plan for imple-
menting, monitoring, and evaluating 
achievement of project performance goals 
and objectives; 

(6) include non-Federal partners who com-
mit resources to the project such as tech-
nical resources or other funds, in-kind serv-
ices, contributions of individuals’ time, or 
meeting support; 

(7) demonstrate processes, practices, and 
outcomes that can have general application 
by Federal agencies and other non-Federal 
entities; 

(8) receive Federal funding through a com-
petitive process established by the Sec-
retary; and 

(9) have or expect to develop a plan for 
phasing to an alternative non-Federal source 
of funds to sustain the partnership at the 
conclusion of the Federal partnership period. 

(d) CONSERVATION PROJECT COORDINATOR.— 
(1) Within 3 months after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary may des-
ignate a Department employee as a Con-
servation Project Coordinator (referred to in 
this subsection as the ‘‘Coordinator’’), who 
shall— 

(A) serve as the primary Federal coordi-
nator of the projects that receive funding 
under this section; and 

(B) oversee and encourage the expedited re-
view and execution of any and all Federal de-
cisions associated with such projects, includ-
ing the issuance of necessary guidance, deci-
sion memoranda, regulations, and other ac-
tivities, as necessary. 

(2) The Coordinator may also carry out 
such other related cooperative conservation 
related activities and projects as the Sec-
retary deems appropriate. 

(3) All actions carried out by the Coordi-
nator shall be related to the authorized pro-
grams and activities of the Department. 
SEC. 104. FUNDING. 

For the purpose of implementing section 
103 and from amounts available for programs 
identified in the President’s annual budget 
submission as Cooperative Conservation Pro-
grams, the Secretary is authorized to use— 

(1) up to 5 percent of the funds made avail-
able for fiscal year 2008; 

(2) up to 6 percent of the funds made avail-
able for fiscal year 2009; and 

(3) up to 7 percent of the funds made avail-
able for fiscal year 2010. 

TITLE II—LANDOWNER CONSERVATION 
ASSISTANCE MEASURES 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Conserva-

tion Bank Program Act’’. 
SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) BANK OPERATOR.—The term ‘‘bank oper-

ator’’ means any public or private entity re-
sponsible for operating or managing a con-
servation bank under an agreement with a 
bank sponsor. 

(2) BANK SPONSOR.—The term ‘‘bank spon-
sor’’ means any public or private entity re-
sponsible for establishing and, in most cir-
cumstances, operating or managing a con-
servation bank and for ensuring that the 
conservation bank complies with all applica-
ble laws. 

(3) CONSERVATION BANK.—The term ‘‘con-
servation bank’’ means a parcel of land 
that— 

(A) contains natural resource values that 
are ecologically suitable with regard to topo-
graphic features, habitat quality, compat-
ibility of existing and future land use activi-
ties surrounding the bank, species use of the 
area, or any other factors determined to be 
relevant by the Secretary for achieving miti-
gation of specified species listed pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.) or candidates for listing under 
that Act; 

(B) is conserved and operated or managed 
in perpetuity through a conservation ease-
ment held by a bank sponsor which is re-
sponsible for enforcing the terms of the ease-
ment for specified species listed pursuant to 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.) or which are candidates for list-
ing under that Act; and 

(C) is used to offset impacts occurring else-
where to the same resource values on non-
conservation bank land. 

(4) CONSERVATION BANK AGREEMENT.—The 
term ‘‘conservation bank agreement’’ means 
a legally enforceable written agreement be-
tween the conservation bank sponsor and, if 
applicable, operator, and the Secretary that 
identifies the conditions and criteria under 
which the conservation bank will be estab-
lished and operated or managed. 

(5) CONSERVATION BANK REVIEW TEAM.—The 
term ‘‘Conservation Bank Review Team’’ 
means the interagency group that can in-
clude Federal, State, tribal, and local regu-
latory and resource agency representatives 
that are signatories to a conservation bank 
agreement and which oversee the establish-
ment, use, and operation of a conservation 
bank. 

(6) CREDIT.—The term ‘‘credit’’ means a 
unit of measure representing the quantifica-
tion of species or habitat conservation val-
ues within a conservation bank. 
SEC. 203. ESTABLISHMENT, USE, AND OPERATION 

OF CONSERVATION BANKS. 
(a) CONSERVATION BANKING.—(1) The Sec-

retary, acting through the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, shall select the 
members of and convene a Conservation 
Bank Review Team to evaluate for accept-
ance proposals received from bank sponsors 
to establish conservation banks according to 
criteria that the Secretary shall establish in 
accordance with subsection (b). 

(2) If the Conservation Bank Review Team 
recommends a proposal, it shall present the 
proposal to the Secretary, who may modify 
or accept the proposal. 

(3) If the Secretary accepts the proposal, 
the Secretary may enter into a conservation 
bank agreement and is responsible for estab-
lishing the terms under which the conserva-
tion bank will operate. 

(4) Representatives on the Conservation 
Bank Review Team must unanimously agree 
in order for an acceptance to be transmitted 
to the Secretary. 

(b) CRITERIA FOR CONSERVATION BANKS.—In 
determining whether to approve a conserva-
tion bank proposal, a Conservation Bank Re-
view Team shall consider such factors as the 
Secretary determines are appropriate, in-
cluding whether the conservation bank 
would— 

(1) provide an economically effective proc-
ess that provides options to landowners to 
offset the adverse effects of proposed 
projects to species covered by the conserva-
tion bank; 

(2) provide adequate mitigation for the spe-
cies through such strategies as preservation, 
management, restoration of degraded habi-
tat, connecting of separated habitats, 
buffering of already protected areas, cre-
ation of habitat, and other appropriate ac-
tions; 

(3) be of sufficient size to ensure the main-
tenance of ecological integrity in perpetuity; 
and 

(4) provide funding assurances to provide 
for the conservation bank’s perpetual oper-
ation, management, monitoring, and docu-
mentation costs. 

(c) CONSERVATION BANK AGREEMENT RE-
QUIREMENTS.—The bank agreement shall— 

(1) include a requirement for adequate 
funding, as determined by the Secretary, to 
provide for the conservation bank’s per-
petual operation, management, monitoring, 
and documentation costs; 

(2) specify the exact legal location of the 
conservation bank and its service area; 

(3) specify how credits will be established 
and managed; 

(4) include a requirement that the bank 
sponsor submit, at the Secretary’s request, 
periodic statements detailing the finances of 
the conservation bank; and 

(5) require submission to the Secretary of 
periodic monitoring reports on implementa-
tion of the conservation bank agreement and 
such other matters as the Secretary may 
prescribe. 

(d) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Any party to an 
agreement entered into under this section 
may bring an action for violation of that 
agreement in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

(e) EFFECT ON EXISTING CONSERVATION 
BANKS.—Conservation banks established be-
fore the date of enactment of this Act are 
not required to comply with the criteria in 
this Act, except where such conservation 
banks create new conservation banks that 
are separate from the existing bank. 

TITLE III—PROMOTING PARTNERSHIPS 
SEC. 301. COOPERATION WITH OUTSIDE ENTI-

TIES. 
Except as otherwise provided, in carrying 

out existing programs within the sums ap-
propriated for such purposes, the Secretary 
or a designee is authorized to— 

(1) provide assistance to, and cooperate 
with, Federal, State, local, public or private 
agencies, organizations, or individuals or In-
dian tribes for purposes of carrying out any 
measures that clearly and directly con-
tribute to achieving conservation or natural 
resource management-related mission and 
performance goals of the Department or its 
bureaus; and 

(2) accept donations of land and or inter-
ests in land in furtherance of the purposes of 
this section. 
SEC. 302. ABILITY TO EXPEND FUNDS TO BEN-

EFIT DEPARTMENT LAND. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF ACTIVITIES.—In car-

rying out existing programs within the sums 
appropriated for such purposes, the Sec-
retary or a designee is authorized to carry 
out activities on nonfederally owned land 
provided those activities directly benefit the 
resource values and management of Federal 
land, including— 

(1) the preservation, conservation, and res-
toration of coastal and riparian systems, wa-
tersheds, and wetlands; 

(2) the prevention, control, or eradication 
of invasive exotic species that occupy adja-
cent non-Federal land; or 

(3) the restoration of natural resources, in-
cluding native wildlife habitat. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.—Such activities may only 
be conducted with the written permission of 
the landowner, and must clearly and directly 
benefit the specific Department land man-
agement unit by directly contributing to the 
programmatic and performance goals of that 
unit. 

(c) INELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—Eligible activi-
ties shall not include the construction of 
permanent capital improvements or acquisi-
tion of land. 

(d) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING PROGRAMS.— 
Nothing in this section supersedes or other-
wise affects or alters the authority provided 
in title V. 
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SEC. 303. PUBLICIZING AND PROVIDING NON-FI-

NANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PARTNER-
SHIPS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out existing 
programs within the sums appropriated for 
such purposes, the Secretary or a designee is 
authorized to— 

(1) publicize partnership programs and op-
portunities through publication of announce-
ments in newspapers of general circulation, 
in the Federal Register, or such other meth-
ods as the Secretary determines are appro-
priate; and 

(2) provide nonfinancial assistance to pri-
vate individuals who are establishing non-
profit groups that are intended to support 
the mission of a bureau or of a particular 
management unit of a bureau, such as a park 
or refuge. 

(b) CLARIFICATIONS.—(1) Nothing in this 
section shall authorize a Department em-
ployee to establish a nonprofit entity or 
other corporate entity to support the De-
partment’s mission, including by acting as 
an incorporator, founding board member, or 
by assuming any management or fiduciary 
responsibilities with respect to any such 
nonprofit or corporate entity. 

(2) Nothing in this section shall waive the 
application of the provisions of section 1913 
of title 18, United States Code. 
SEC. 304. CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE FOR PART-

NERSHIP LEARNING. 
(a) DEFINITION OF CENTER OF EXCELLENCE 

FOR PARTNERSHIP LEARNING.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘Center of Excellence for Partner-
ship Learning’’ or ‘‘Center’’ means a Federal 
facility that is identified by the appropriate 
Secretary as meeting criteria established 
under this section and which provides Fed-
eral employees and their partners the oppor-
tunity to learn cooperative conservation-re-
lated best practices. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—(1) In carrying out exist-
ing programs within the sums appropriated 
for such purposes, the Secretary and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may identify as Cen-
ters of Excellence for Partnership Learning 
sites under their jurisdiction that meet the 
criteria in subsection (c) with the purpose of 
providing Federal employees and partners, 
including State and local government em-
ployees, nonprofit employees, private sector 
employees, and employees of Indian tribes, 
the opportunity to learn the best practices 
involved in creating successful partnerships 
and a culture of collaboration. 

(2) Each Center identified under this sec-
tion may develop and host a schedule of ac-
tivities including— 

(A) visits; 
(B) seminars and other educational 

courses; and 
(C) opportunities for details or job swaps. 
(3) To the maximum extent practicable, 

each Center shall develop and accept applica-
tions for participation in Center activities 
from employees of the Department or the 
Department of Agriculture or of their 
partnering entities on a first-come, first- 
served basis. 

(c) CRITERIA FOR IDENTIFYING CENTERS OF 
EXCELLENCE FOR PARTNERSHIP LEARNING.— 
Each Center shall be identified based on the 
following criteria: 

(1) Partnership culture has been success-
fully integrated into the organization, and is 
not dependent on any particular individual. 

(2) The organization has demonstrated 
partnership success stories that relate to 
identified partnership competencies. 

(3) The organization has the capacity to 
host and teach others from the participating 
agencies. 

(4) The organization agrees to a schedule of 
hosting activities. 

(5) The organization is willing to host fol-
low-up activities with participating individ-
uals. 

(d) INCENTIVES FOR PARTICIPATION.—(1) The 
respective Secretary for each Center identi-
fied in this section is authorized to accept 
and use reimbursement from the partici-
pating agencies and partnering entities for 
the cost of operating the program. 

(2) The respective Secretary for each Cen-
ter is authorized to provide reimbursement 
of travel and per diem expenses to federal 
employees who participate in Center activi-
ties. 
SEC. 305. PARTNERSHIP ROSTER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary and the 
Secretary of Agriculture may establish and 
make available to the public a multiagency 
roster with the goal of enhancing capacity 
for partnerships and collaborative actions. 

(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—The partner-
ship roster authorized under this section 
shall provide nonfinancial assistance and in-
formation to government agencies, private 
sector organizations, and the public in a va-
riety of areas, including— 

(1) identification and understanding of 
statutory and regulatory authorities; 

(2) development and implementation of 
agreements and contracts used in Depart-
ment and Department of Agriculture pro-
grams; 

(3) creation and management of nonprofit 
support groups; 

(4) diversification and strengthening of 
agency funding through the use of partner-
ships, matching funds, and other devices; 

(5) allowable avenues for and uses of pri-
vate philanthropy; 

(6) development of a partnership-focused 
workplace; 

(7) building of community connections and 
fostering of citizen engagement through the 
use of partnerships; 

(8) allowable avenues for donor recogni-
tion; 

(9) development of communication skills; 
and 

(10) conflict management and collaborative 
management. 

TITLE IV—COOPERATION AMONG 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 

SEC. 401. SERVICE FIRST AUTHORITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through 

the Directors of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
the National Park Service, and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, through the Chief of 
the U.S. Forest Service, may— 

(1) conduct projects, planning, permitting, 
leasing, including leasing of real property 
and office space, contracting and other ac-
tivities, either jointly or on behalf of one an-
other; 

(2) co-locate in Federal offices and facili-
ties leased or owned by an agency of either 
Department; 

(3) promulgate special rules for issuance of 
unified permits, applications, and leases; and 

(4) share or transfer equipment, vehicles, 
or other personal property. 

(b) DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY.—Consistent 
with section 403, the Secretary and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may make reciprocal 
delegations of their respective authorities, 
duties, and responsibilities in support of the 
activities authorized in this title to promote 
customer service and efficiency. 
SEC. 402. USE OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the provi-
sions of this title, the Secretary and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may make transfers of 
funds available and reimbursement of funds 
on an annual basis among the Bureau of 
Land Management, the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service, the National Park Service, and 
the U.S. Forest Service, including transfers 
and reimbursements for multiyear projects 
that involve 1 or more of those agencies. 

(b) LIMITATION.—The authority provided in 
this title may not be used to circumvent re-

quirements and limitations imposed on the 
use of funds. 
SEC. 403. CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title shall alter, expand, or 
limit the applicability of any public law or 
regulation to land administered by the par-
ticipating agencies of either Department. 

TITLE V—COOPERATIVE ASSISTANCE 
SEC. 501. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE COASTAL 

PROGRAM. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) COASTAL PROGRAM PARTNERS.—The term 

‘‘coastal program partners’’ means individ-
uals, groups, or agencies, such as land con-
servancies, community organizations, busi-
nesses, conservation organizations, private 
landowners, State or local governments, and 
Federal agencies, including any partnerships 
or consortia of these individuals, groups, or 
agencies, who agree to work on habitat res-
toration or protection strategies under this 
program. 

(2) HABITAT RESTORATION.—The term ‘‘habi-
tat restoration’’ means the manipulation of 
the physical, chemical, or biological charac-
teristics of a site with the goal of returning 
natural functions to the lost or degraded na-
tive habitat. 

(3) IMPORTANT COASTAL HABITAT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Important 

Coastal Habitat’’ means habitat in coastal 
ecosystems that supports or will support 
after protection or restoration threatened 
and endangered species, fishery resources 
under the Department’s jurisdiction, and mi-
gratory birds. 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Important 
Coastal Habitat’’ includes the Great Lakes, 
Pacific Islands, and the Caribbean, and bays, 
estuaries, coastal streams, and wetlands, 
shore, and terrestrial habitats within coastal 
areas. 

(4) PRIORITY SPECIES.—The term ‘‘priority 
species’’ means threatened and endangered 
species, fishery resources under the Depart-
ment’s jurisdiction, and migratory birds. 

(5) PROJECT.—The term ‘‘project’’ means a 
project carried out under the authority of 
this section in cooperation with coastal pro-
gram partners and which has the primary 
purpose of conserving important coastal 
habitat, and which may include habitat res-
toration and other technical assistance. 

(6) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘‘technical assistance’’ means biological and 
habitat assessments, inventories, project co-
ordination, monitoring, mapping, grant writ-
ing, and habitat restoration expertise. 

(b) COASTAL PROGRAM.—The Secretary is 
authorized to carry out the Coastal Program 
within the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service to assess, conserve, and restore im-
portant coastal habitats for the benefit of 
priority species. Projects carried out under 
this authority may include activities to 
identify, evaluate, and map important coast-
al habitat, to assist community efforts by 
providing assessment and planning tools to 
identify important coastal habitats that are 
a priority for protection and restoration, and 
to provide both technical assistance and fi-
nancial assistance, primarily through coop-
erative agreements, to coastal program part-
ners to plan and implement projects that 
benefit coastal wetland, estuaries, upland, 
and stream habitats important to priority 
species. 

(c) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall, 
where appropriate, coordinate with inter-
ested Federal agencies on the program au-
thorized under this section. 
SEC. 502. COOPERATIVE CONSERVATION CHAL-

LENGE COST-SHARE. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) HABITAT ENHANCEMENT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘habitat en-

hancement’’ means the manipulation of the 
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physical, chemical, or biological characteris-
tics of a native habitat to change, so as to 
heighten, intensify, or improve, a specific 
function or seral stage of the native habitat. 

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘habitat en-
hancement’’ does not include regularly 
scheduled and routine maintenance and man-
agement activities. 

(2) HABITAT ESTABLISHMENT.—The term 
‘‘habitat establishment’’ means the manipu-
lation of physical, chemical, or biological 
characteristics of a project site to create and 
maintain habitat that did not previously 
exist on the project site. 

(3) HABITAT IMPROVEMENT.—The term 
‘‘habitat improvement’’ includes restoring or 
artificially providing physiographic, 
hydrological, or disturbance conditions nec-
essary to establish or maintain native plant 
and animal communities, including periodic 
manipulations to maintain intended habitat 
conditions on completed project sites. 

(4) HABITAT RESTORATION.—The term ‘‘habi-
tat restoration’’ means the manipulation of 
the physical, chemical, or biological charac-
teristics of a site with the goal of returning 
natural functions to the lost or degraded na-
tive habitat. 

(b) CHALLENGE COST SHARE AGREEMENT AU-
THORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the National Park Service, or the 
Bureau of Land Management, is authorized 
to negotiate and enter into cooperative ar-
rangements with any State or local govern-
ment, Indian tribe, public or private agency, 
organization, institution, corporation, indi-
vidual, or other entity to carry out on a pub-
lic-private cost sharing basis on-the-ground 
conservation activities, including functions 
and responsibilities relating to habitat im-
provement, habitat restoration, habitat en-
hancement, and habitat establishment on 
public or private land. 

(2) PRIVATE LAND.—Projects carried out on 
private land require— 

(A) express permission from landowners; 
(B) a clear and direct benefit to the spe-

cific Departmental land management unit 
entering into the arrangement through the 
direct contribution to the programmatic and 
performance goals of that unit; and 

(C) that the project be adjacent to, or in 
close proximity to, land administered by the 
Department. 

(3) EFFECT ON EXISTING LAWS.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to supersede, 
modify, or repeal existing laws providing ad-
ditional cost-share authorities. 

(4) COST-SHARING.—(A) The Federal share 
for a project authorized under this section 
may not exceed 50 percent and shall be pro-
vided on a matching basis. 

(B) The non-Federal share for a project au-
thorized under this section may be satisfied 
by the provision of cash, services, or in-kind 
contributions. 
SEC. 503. WATER MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT 

ACT. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘Bureau of Reclamation Water 
Management Improvement Act’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF GRANTS AND COOPER-
ATIVE AGREEMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to enter into grants and cooperative 
agreements with States, Indian tribes, irri-
gation districts, water districts, or other or-
ganizations with water delivery authority to 
fund up to 50 percent of the cost of planning, 
designing, or constructing improvements 
that will conserve water, increase water use 
efficiency, facilitate water markets, enhance 
water management, or implement other ac-
tions to prevent water-related crises or con-
flicts in watersheds that have a nexus to 
Federal water projects within the States 

identified in section 1 of the Reclamation 
Act of 1902 (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, 
chapter 1093) as amended and supplemented 
(43 U.S.C. 371 et seq.). 

(2) CRITERIA.—Grants and cooperative 
agreements entered into pursuant to this au-
thority shall meet the following criteria: 

(A) When such improvements are to feder-
ally-owned facilities, funds provided under 
any such grant or cooperative agreement 
may be provided on a nonreimbursable basis 
to an entity operating affected transferred 
works or may be deemed nonreimbursable 
for nontransferred works. 

(B) Title to improvements made to feder-
ally-owned facilities shall be held by the 
United States. 

(C) The calculation of the non-Federal con-
tribution shall provide for consideration of 
the value of any in-kind contributions which 
the Secretary determines materially con-
tribute to the completion of the proposed ac-
tion, but shall not include funds received 
from other Federal agencies. 

(D) The cost of operating and maintaining 
improvements for which funding is provided 
shall be the responsibility of the non-Federal 
entity. 

(E) The United States shall not be held lia-
ble by any court for monetary damages of 
any kind arising out of any act, omission, or 
occurrence relating to non-federally owned 
facilities created or improved under this sec-
tion, except for damages caused by acts of 
negligence committed by the United States 
or by its employees or agents. Nothing in 
this section increases the liability of the 
United States beyond that provided in chap-
ter 171 of title 28, United States Code (popu-
larly known as the ‘‘Federal Tort Claims 
Act’’). 

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO PROJECT SPECIFIC AU-
THORITY.—This section shall not supersede 
any existing project-specific funding author-
ity. 

(d) RESEARCH AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary 
is also authorized to enter into cooperative 
agreements with universities, nonprofit re-
search institutions, or organizations with 
water or power delivery authority to fund re-
search to conserve water, increase water use 
efficiency, or enhance water management 
under such terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary deems appropriate. 

(e) MUTUAL BENEFIT.—Grants or coopera-
tive agreements made pursuant to this sec-
tion may be for the mutual benefit of the 
United States and the other party. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$100,000,000 to carry out the purposes of this 
section, to remain available until expended. 

(g) RECLAMATION LAW.—This section shall 
amend and supplement the Act of June 17, 
1902 (32 Stat. 388, chapter 1093) and Acts sup-
plementary thereto and amendatory thereof 
(43 U.S.C. 371 et seq.). 
SEC. 504. CONSULTATION WITH STATE PLANS. 

In evaluating proposals for wildlife con-
servation grants under programs adminis-
tered by the Department, including grants 
and financial assistance authorized under 
this title, the Secretary shall, where appro-
priate, consult the State Comprehensive 
Conservation Plans required under the State 
and Tribal Wildlife Grant Program and co-
ordinate with State fish and wildlife agen-
cies in the planning and implementation of 
the actions identified in those Plans. 

TITLE VI—CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
SEC. 601. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

OFFICE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) The Secretary shall 

establish within the Department an Office of 
Collaborative Action and Dispute Resolution 
to promote and advance the appropriate use 
of collaborative problem solving and alter-

native dispute resolution processes in all bu-
reaus and offices. 

(2) The Office established under paragraph 
(1) shall coordinate efforts of the Depart-
ment to increase the use of early consensus- 
building, alternative dispute resolution proc-
esses, and negotiated rulemaking consistent 
with existing laws, regulations, and policies. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out the pro-
gram described in this section. 
TITLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. 701. SAVINGS PROVISION. 
Nothing contained in this Act shall be con-

strued or applied to supersede any other pro-
vision of Federal or State law. 
SEC. 702. SEVERABILITY PROVISION. 

If any provision of this Act, or the applica-
tion of any provision of this Act to any per-
son or circumstance, is held invalid by a 
court of competent jurisdiction, the applica-
tion of such provision to other persons or 
circumstances, and the remainder of this Act 
shall not be affected thereby. 
SEC. 703. REGULATIONS. 

The Secretary is authorized to prescribe 
such regulations as are necessary to carry 
out this Act. 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 
OF THE INTERIOR, 

Washington, DC, June 19, 2007. 
Hon. RICHARD CHENEY, 
President of the Senate, U.S. Senate, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Administration 

is pleased to forward the enclosed draft legis-
lation, titled the ‘‘Cooperative Conservation 
Enhancement Act,’’ for your consideration. 
The draft legislation is intended to advance 
the Department of the Interior’s successful 
model of cooperative conservation in several 
ways. First, it will ensure clear, but flexible 
statutory authority for programs that are 
currently carried out by the Department but 
are generally authorized under many dis-
parate authorities. Second, the bill seeks to 
expand the use of cooperative conservation 
by providing the Secretary of the Interior 
with new authorities that will assist the De-
partment in promoting conservation part-
nerships with private individuals, companies, 
and organizations and government entities; 
promote conservation partnership capacity 
building; and authorize the use of collabo-
rative problem solving and alternative dis-
pute resolution in the Department’s bureaus 
and offices. 

This draft legislation represents a major 
step forward for the Department’s coopera-
tive conservation efforts. If enacted, this 
new authority will reduce barriers to the use 
of partnerships in meeting our resource man-
agement obligations, and will enhance our 
collaborative efforts to conserve and protect 
natural resources and the environment for 
which the Department is responsible. 

To assist you in your review of the draft 
legislation, we have enclosed a section-by- 
section analysis for the proposed bill. The 
Administration recommends that the draft 
bill be sent to the appropriate committee for 
consideration and that it be enacted. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this proposal from the standpoint 
of the Administration’s program. 

Sincerely, 
P. LYNN SCARLETT. 

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS 
The purposes of this bill are to authorize 

programs and activities that will strengthen 
and advance the Department of the Interior’s 
cooperative conservation efforts and reduce 
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barriers to the use of partnerships in meet-
ing resource management obligations. 

Generally, the proposal seeks to strength-
en and advance the Department’s successful 
model of cooperative conservation by ensur-
ing clear, but flexible statutory authority 
for programs that are currently carried out 
by the Department but generally authorized 
under many disparate authorities. The bill 
also seeks to expand the use of cooperative 
conservation by providing the Secretary of 
the Interior with new authorities that will 
assist the Department in promoting con-
servation partnerships with private individ-
uals, government entities, and organizations; 
promote conservation partnership capacity 
building; and authorize the use of collabo-
rative problem solving and alternative dis-
pute resolution in the Department’s bureaus 
and offices. 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE 
This section states that the short title for 

the bill is the ‘‘Cooperative Conservation En-
hancement Act.’’ 

SECTION 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES 
This section sets forth congressional find-

ings and purposes. 
SECTION 3. DEFINITIONS 

Section 3 sets out several definitions for 
terms that are used throughout the bill. The 
term ‘‘cooperative conservation’’ is defined 
as actions that relate to the use, enhance-
ment, and enjoyment of natural resources, 
protection of the environment, or both, and 
that involve collaborative activity among 
federal, state, local, and tribal governments, 
private for-profit and non-profit institutions, 
other non-governmental entities, or individ-
uals. The term ‘‘Department’’ is used 
throughout the bill to reference the Depart-
ment of the Interior. Finally, the term ‘‘Sec-
retary’’ means the Secretary of the Interior. 

TITLE I—WORKING LANDSCAPE PROJECTS 
According to the Department’s partners, 

one of the difficult hurdles for cooperative 
conservation projects that involve multiple 
partners or which require coordination 
across jurisdictions is securing funding for 
administrative-type costs. These costs might 
include costs associated with governance, 
such as the hiring of an executive director, 
or costs of support services or dissemination 
of information. 

Title I of the bill would provide the Sec-
retary with authority, for a three-year pe-
riod, to establish a consistent stream of such 
funding, to be awarded competitively and for 
a period of up to three years for any given 
project, for projects authorized under exist-
ing authorities that support innovative ap-
proaches to cooperative conservation. 

SECTION 101. SHORT TITLE 
The short title of this provision is the 

‘‘Working Landscape Projects Act of 2007.’’ 
SECTION 102. DEFINITIONS 

Section 102 provides definitions for certain 
terms used throughout this title. The term 
‘administrative services’ is defined to in-
clude services and costs associated with the 
operations of activities authorized under this 
title. It is intended that such services and 
costs include, but not be limited to, things 
like meeting announcements, copying, per-
sonnel costs and reasonable rental costs for 
facilities necessary for implementing this 
title. It is also intended that services and 
costs under this title shall be consistent 
with any applicable federal rules, regula-
tions, and guidance. The term ‘information 
dissemination activities’ is defined to in-
clude broadcasting the announcement of 
meetings and the distribution of reports, 
memos, and other relevant information nec-
essary for carrying out the authorities under 
this title. 

‘Governance activities’ are defined as those 
activities required to ensure the operation 
and implementation of projects including, 
but not limited to, hiring personnel to co-
ordinate project implementation; providing 
oversight and monitoring of projects and 
project goals; performing adaptive manage-
ment techniques on projects; coordinating 
activities with various partners; performing 
scientific oversight of projects, including 
commissioning scientific studies; and re-
questing data from federal, state, and local 
government officials, non-profit organiza-
tions, and private individuals. Finally, the 
term ‘landscape project partner’ is a rep-
resentative of federal, state, or tribal gov-
ernments, private landowners or corpora-
tions, or those of non-profit organizations. 

SEC. 103. AUTHORIZATION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE, 
GOVERNANCE, AND INFORMATION DISSEMINA-
TION PURPOSES 

Section 103 would authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to provide funds through a 
competitive process for the development or 
maintenance of necessary administrative re-
quirements, including, but not limited to, 
costs associated with governance, support 
services, and dissemination of information 
associated with projects that feature innova-
tive approaches to cooperative conservation. 

Funding for any particular project would 
be limited to three years, and to qualify for 
such administrative funding, a project must 
include participation by a diverse group of 
partners, including government entities, 
must affect several jurisdictions or land 
ownerships, and must have the potential to 
advance cooperative conservation across a 
geographical area. 

Projects that receive funding under this 
provision may include established projects 
with a record of success; existing projects 
that are in their early stages and require 
sustained capacity building; or new or pro-
posed projects that have developed a plan for 
establishing partnerships and developing 
landscape-based projects. Section 103 also 
enumerates certain listed criteria that the 
projects must meet, and would establish the 
position of Conservation Project Coordi-
nator, who would serve as the primary fed-
eral coordinator of projects that receive 
funding under this section and whose respon-
sibility it would be to oversee and encourage 
such projects such that they are reviewed 
and executed expeditiously. The Coordinator 
would also be authorized to carry out such 
other cooperative conservation related ac-
tivities and projects as the Secretary deems 
appropriate. All actions undertaken by the 
Coordinator must be related to the author-
ized programs and activities of the Depart-
ment of the Interior. 

SECTION 104. FUNDING 

Section 104 sets out the mechanism by 
which the administrative costs awarded 
under this title would be funded. The Sec-
retary would be authorized to use funds iden-
tified in the President’s annual budget sub-
mission as Cooperative Conservation Pro-
grams. Examples of such programs that have 
been so identified in past budgets include the 
Department’s Challenge Cost Share Pro-
gram, authorized by section 502 of this legis-
lation, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice’s Coastal Program, authorized by section 
501 of this legislation. These funds would, in 
turn, be made available to the Secretary in 
amounts of up to 5 percent of those total 
funds for FY 2008; up to 6 percent in FY 2009; 
and up to 7 percent in FY 2010, and will be 
used, for example, for the costs associated 
with governance, such as the hiring of an ex-
ecutive director, or costs of support services 
or dissemination of information. 

TITLE II—LANDOWNER CONSERVATION 
ASSISTANCE MATTERS 

In order to encourage landowners to par-
ticipate as citizen stewards in protecting en-
dangered and threatened species, species pro-
posed for listing under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and 
candidate species, this proposal would au-
thorize a conservation banking program 
within the Department of the Interior. 

SECTION 201. ESTABLISHMENT, USE, AND 
OPERATION OF CONSERVATION BANKS 

In May 2003, the FWS administratively 
issued its ‘‘Guidance on the Establishment, 
Use, and Operation of Conservation Banks.’’ 
That document recognized that conservation 
banks can benefit the Service—by reducing a 
piecemeal approach to conservation by pro-
moting the establishment of larger reserves 
and habitat connectivity—as well as land-
owners—who benefit from its relative ease of 
use, flexibility, and opportunity to generate 
income from what may previously have been 
considered a liability. Banking also allows a 
public/private collaboration to maintain 
lands as open space, providing for the con-
servation of listed and candidate species. 

Section 201 would establish within the 
FWS a conservation banking program. It de-
fines certain important terms, including 
‘‘bank operator,’’ ‘‘bank sponsor,’’ ‘‘con-
servation bank,’’ ‘‘conservation bank agree-
ment,’’ ‘‘conservation bank review team,’’ 
and ‘‘credit.’’ The proposal would authorize 
the Secretary to select and convene a ‘‘Con-
servation Bank Review Team,’’ an inter-
agency group that may include federal, 
state, tribal and local regulatory and re-
source agency representatives, to evaluate 
for acceptance proposals received from bank 
sponsors. Section 201 provides that if the 
Conservation Bank Review Team rec-
ommends a proposal, it shall present the pro-
posal to the Secretary, who may modify or 
accept the proposal. Once it has been accept-
ed, the Secretary may enter into a conserva-
tion bank agreement and is responsible for 
establishing the terms under which the con-
servation bank will operate. 

This section also contains criteria to be 
used in determining whether to approve a 
conservation bank proposal, including 
whether the bank would provide an economi-
cally effective process providing options to 
landowners to offset the adverse effects of 
projects to species covered by the bank; 
whether it would provide adequate mitiga-
tion for species through appropriate actions; 
and whether it would be of sufficient size to 
ensure the maintenance of ecological integ-
rity in perpetuity. The proposal includes re-
quirements that must be contained in bank 
proposals that have been accepted. 

Finally, in order to ensure the enforce-
ability of agreements entered into under this 
section, the proposal contains a provision 
authorizing any party to an agreement to 
bring an action for violation of an agreement 
in the U.S. District Court for the District of 
Columbia. 

TITLE III—PROMOTING PARTNERSHIPS 

Title III of the proposal would provide 
mechanisms for increasing the use of cooper-
ative conservation by providing the Sec-
retary of the Interior with new authorities 
that will assist the Department in promoting 
conservation partnerships with private indi-
viduals, government entities, and organiza-
tions, and provide the Department increased 
flexibility in working with partners and the 
ability to publicize partnership programs 
using appropriated funds. 

In some cases, the provisions in Title III 
are intended to clarify areas of law where 
general authority is believed to exist within 
a particular bureau, but which would benefit 
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from clarification. In other cases, the provi-
sions of this title are intended to provide ap-
plication of a particular provision uniformly 
across the Department’s land managing bu-
reaus. 

SECTION 301. COOPERATION WITH OUTSIDE 
ENTITIES 

Section 301 would authorize the Secretary 
or designated bureau official to provide as-
sistance to and cooperate with any agency, 
organization, or private individual in order 
to carry out measures that clearly and di-
rectly contribute to achieving conservation 
or natural resource management-related 
mission and performance goals of the De-
partment and its bureaus. The section would 
also authorize Departmental bureaus to ac-
cept donations of land and interests in land 
that further the purposes of this section. 
This language is intended to provide to bu-
reaus across the Department authority simi-
lar to that provided to the Secretary in the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. 

SECTION 302. ABILITY TO EXPEND FUNDS TO 
BENEFIT DEPARTMENT LANDS. 

Because it is not clear that all of the De-
partment’s bureaus enjoy this authority, 
section 302 would authorize the Secretary or 
his designee to carry out activities on non- 
federal lands that directly benefit the re-
source values and management of federal 
lands, such as the preservation, conserva-
tion, and restoration of coastal and riparian 
systems, watersheds, and wetlands; the pre-
vention, control, or eradication of invasive 
species that occupy adjacent non-federal 
lands; or the restoration of natural re-
sources, including native wildlife habitat. 

Activities authorized by this section could 
only be conducted with the written consent 
of the landowner, and must clearly and di-
rectly benefit the specific Departmental land 
management unit by directly contributing to 
the programmatic and performance goals of 
that unit. Eligible activities would not in-
clude the construction of permanent capital 
improvements or the acquisition of land. 

Finally, in order to ensure that the specific 
language of section 302 does not limit the ap-
plication of the Department’s other grant- 
making and other landowner assistance pro-
visions authorized in title V of this Act, the 
language of section 302 makes clear that 
nothing in this section supersedes or other-
wise affects or alters the authority provided 
in that title. 
SECTION 303. PUBLICIZING AND PROVIDING NON- 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PARTNERSHIPS. 
In order to assist our partners and to pro-

vide clarity to an issue that has caused con-
fusion within the Department’s bureaus, sec-
tion 303 would authorize the Secretary or his 
designee to use appropriated funds to pub-
licize partnership programs and opportuni-
ties through publication of announcements 
in newspapers of general circulation, in the 
Federal Register, or such other appropriate 
methods. It would also allow the Department 
to provide non-financial assistance to pri-
vate individuals who are establishing non-
profit groups that are intended to support 
the mission of a Departmental bureau or 
management unit of a bureau, such as a par-
ticular park or refuge. For example, this pro-
vision would make it clear that the National 
Park Service may provide meeting space to 
individuals interested in establishing a 
‘‘friends of the park’’ group for a particular 
park unit. 

The provision specifically would not allow 
a Department employee to establish a not- 
for-profit or other entity to support the De-
partment’s mission, and nothing in this sec-
tion would waive the application of the pro-
vision of the Anti-Lobbying Act (18 U.S.C. 
1913). 

SECTION 304. CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE FOR 
PARTNERSHIP LEARNING. 

Cooperative Conservation is critical to the 
Department’s ability to achieve its conserva-
tion goals on a landscape scale and resolve 
environmental and natural resources dis-
putes. Consistent with President Bush’s 2004 
Executive Order titled ‘‘Facilitation of Coop-
erative Conservation,’’ which directs federal 
agencies to implement laws relating to the 
environment and natural resources in a man-
ner that promotes cooperative conservation, 
section 304 authorizes a number of sites 
where federal employees and their partners, 
including state and local government em-
ployees, non-profit employees, private sector 
employees, and employees of Indian tribes, 
could experience and learn from resident ex-
perts the best practices involved in creating 
successful partnerships and fostering col-
laboration. 

For clarity, section 304 contains a defini-
tion of ‘‘Center of Excellence for Partnership 
Learning’’ or ‘‘Center,’’ which means a fed-
eral facility that is identified by the appro-
priate Secretary as meeting criteria estab-
lished under this section and which provides 
federal employees and their partners the op-
portunity to learn cooperative conservation- 
related best practices. 

Each site is authorized to develop a sched-
ule of hosting activities, which could include 
some combination of visits, formal courses, 
detail opportunities, or job swaps at various 
times throughout the year. To the maximum 
extent practicable, spaces in the program 
would be filled on a first-come, first-served 
basis. Section 304 includes criteria for identi-
fying sites that would serve as Centers of Ex-
cellence for Partnership Learning, and al-
lows each Center to receive funding reim-
bursement for the cost of running the pro-
gram. Each Center would be authorized to 
cover travel and other incidental expenses of 
federal employee participants. 

SECTION 305. PARTNERSHIP ROSTER. 
Section 305 authorizes the Secretaries of 

the Interior and Agriculture to establish a 
multi-agency roster to enhance capacity for 
partnership and collaborative action. The 
goal of the Roster is to provide non-financial 
assistance and information to government 
agencies, private sector organizations, and 
the public on a variety of issues, including 
authorities, agreements and contracts, cre-
ating and managing non-profit support 
groups, diversifying and strengthening agen-
cy funding, developing a partnership work-
place, building community connections, cit-
izen engagement, allowable avenues for 
donor recognition, communications, conflict 
management, and collaborative manage-
ment. 

TITLE IV—COOPERATION AMONG FEDERAL 
AGENCIES 

SECTION 401. SERVICE FIRST AUTHORITY. 
Section 401 provides permanent authoriza-

tion for the Service First Initiative, a multi- 
agency program jointly implemented by the 
Departments of the Interior and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s Forest Service. That 
program was last authorized in the Depart-
ment’s FY 2006 Appropriations legislation. 
Under this provision, the Secretary of the In-
terior, acting through the Bureau of Land 
Management, the National Park Service, and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
Secretary of Agriculture, acting through the 
U.S. Forest Service, are authorized to con-
duct projects, planning, permitting, leasing, 
contracting and other activities, either 
jointly or on behalf of one another; co-locate 
in federal offices and facilities owned or 
leased by an agency of either Department; 
promulgate special rules for issuance of uni-
fied permits, applications, and leases; and 

share or transfer equipment, vehicles, or 
other personal property. 

The Secretaries may also make reciprocal 
delegations of their respective authorities, 
duties and responsibilities in support of the 
activities authorized in this section in order 
to promote customer service and efficiency. 

SEC. 402. USE OF FUNDS. 

Section 402 provides a mechanism by which 
the Secretaries may, in carrying out the pro-
visions of this title, make transfers of funds 
available and reimbursement of funds on an 
annual basis among the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, the National Park Service, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. 
Forest Service, including transfers and reim-
bursements for multi-year projects that in-
volve one or more of those agencies. In so 
doing, however, the Secretaries may not cir-
cumvent other requirements and limitations 
imposed on the use of funds. 

SEC. 403. CONSTRUCTION. 

Section 403 clarifies that nothing in title 
IV is intended to alter, expand or limit the 
applicability of any public law or regulation 
to lands administered by the participating 
agencies of either Department. 

TITLE V—COOPERATIVE ASSISTANCE 

SECTION 501. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
COASTAL PROGRAM. 

The FWS’s Coastal Program was created 
by administrative action, rather than by 
statute, relying on a number of authorities, 
including the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act (16 U.S.C. 661–667e), the Endangered Spe-
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et 
seq.), and the Coastal Barriers Resources Act 
(16 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). 

Section 501 would provide specific statu-
tory authorization for the Secretary of the 
Interior to carry out the Fish and Wildlife 
Service Coastal Program within the FWS. 
Assistance would be used by coastal program 
partners for, among other things, conserva-
tion and restoration of important coastal 
habitat that supports ‘‘priority’’ species, in-
cluding threatened and endangered species, 
fishery resources under the Department’s ju-
risdiction, and migratory birds. 

To ensure that the programs carried out 
under this authority are coordinated with 
other programs within the Administration 
that benefit coastal areas, the section con-
tains a provision requiring that the Sec-
retary, where appropriate, coordinate with 
other interested federal agencies on the pro-
gram authorized under this section. 

SECTION 502. COOPERATIVE CONSERVATION 
CHALLENGE COST-SHARE. 

Section 502 authorizes the Secretary, 
through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
the Bureau of Land Management, or the Na-
tional Park Service, to negotiate and enter 
into cooperative arrangements—partner-
ships—with state or local governments, In-
dian tribes, public or private agencies, orga-
nizations, institutions, corporations, individ-
uals, or other entities to carry out on a pub-
lic-private cost sharing basis on-the-ground 
conservation activities on public or private 
lands. The language contains certain re-
quirements for projects carried out on pri-
vate lands, and specifies that the federal 
share for a project may not exceed 50 percent 
and shall be provided on a matching basis. 
The non-federal share for a project may be in 
the form of cash, services, or in-kind con-
tributions. 

Finally, the language makes clear that 
nothing in this section is intended to super-
sede, modify, or repeal existing laws pro-
viding additional cost-share authorities to 
Department bureaus. 
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SECTION 503. WATER MANAGEMENT 

IMPROVEMENT ACT. 

Section 503 authorizes the Secretary to 
enter into grants and cooperative agree-
ments with states, tribes, irrigation dis-
tricts, water districts, or other organizations 
with water delivery authority to fund up to 
50 percent of the cost of planning, designing, 
constructing, or otherwise implementing im-
provements that will conserve water, in-
crease water use efficiency, facilitate water 
markets, enhance water management, or im-
plement other actions to prevent water-re-
lated crises or conflicts in watersheds that 
have a nexus to federal water projects within 
the states identified in the Reclamation Act 
of 1902. 

The purpose of this section is to give Rec-
lamation permanent authority for the com-
petitive grants program that is a central ele-
ment of Reclamation’s ‘‘Water 2025’’ pro-
gram. The program is intended to apply to 
watersheds containing or receiving water 
from, or hydrologically impacted by, not 
only Bureau of Reclamation projects, but 
other federal projects as well, including but 
not limited to those of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the Department of Agriculture’s 
Natural Resources Conservation Service. 

The authority may be used to promote 
partnership on any action that would 
achieve the Water 2025 program goal of pre-
venting water-related crisis and conflict. Il-
lustrative examples include actions to en-
hance water management, such as canal lin-
ing and piping, installation of measuring de-
vices to control water or water management 
technology such as automation, or actions 
that improve riparian habitat. The program 
aims to promote cooperation between the 
different interests within a watershed. Re-
cipients of Water 2025 awards are encouraged 
to enter into partnerships with other enti-
ties, including governmental entities or 
community organizations without water de-
livery authority, so long as the recipient of 
the grant or cooperative agreement is a 
state, tribe, irrigation district, water dis-
trict, or other organization with water deliv-
ery authority. In instances where grant part-
ners are states, funds will be disbursed in 
conformance with the Cash Management Im-
provement Act (P.L. 101–453 as amended by 
P.L. 102–589). 

Agreements entered into pursuant to this 
authority must comply with the following 
criteria: 

(1) Funding for improvements to federally- 
owned facilities may be provided on a non- 
reimbursable basis to an entity operating af-
fected transferred works or may be deemed 
non-reimbursable for non-transferred works. 
Language regarding reimbursability is nec-
essary to distinguish this authority from 
some other Bureau of Reclamation authori-
ties, which often require that project bene-
ficiaries reimburse the federal government 
for its investment. 

(2) Title to improvements made to feder-
ally-owned facilities shall be held by the 
United States. This does not preclude title to 
an entire project being transferred to non- 
federal entities at a later date. 

(3) Non-federal cost-share contributions 
can include the value of any in-kind con-
tributions, but may not include funds from 
other federal agencies. In-kind contributions 
should materially contribute to the comple-
tion of the proposed action, and should be in 
compliance with Reclamation standards re-
garding allowable contributions. 

(4) The cost of operating and maintaining 
such improvements shall be the responsi-
bility of the non-federal entity. This is con-
sistent with existing practice for most Rec-
lamation facilities, where local project part-

ners are responsible for either reimbursing 
Reclamation for operating and maintaining 
the facilities, or directly financing those ac-
tivities themselves. 

(5) The United States shall not be held lia-
ble for monetary damages arising out of any 
occurrence relating to non-federally owned 
facilities created or improved under this sec-
tion, except for damages caused by acts of 
negligence. 

It is intended that these provisions shall 
not supersede any existing project-specific 
funding authority. 

The Secretary is also authorized to enter 
into cooperative agreements with univer-
sities, non-profit research institutions, or or-
ganizations with water or power delivery au-
thority to fund research on ways to conserve 
water, increase water use efficiency, or en-
hance water management under such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary deems ap-
propriate. This provision is intended to pro-
vide Reclamation broader authority to enter 
into cooperative agreements on research 
that advances achievement of Reclamation’s 
core mission areas, and which is consistent 
with the Administration’s Research and De-
velopment criteria. It is not intended to 
apply only to Reclamation’s Water 2025 pro-
gram, but to apply to all of Reclamation’s 
research and development efforts. 

Grants or cooperative agreements made 
pursuant to this section may be for the mu-
tual benefit of the United States and the 
other party, in contrast to agreements en-
tered into under provisions of the Federal 
Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act of 
1977, 31 U.S.C. §§ 6304–6305, which restrict the 
use of grant or cooperative agreements to re-
lationships in which the principal purpose is 
to benefit the non-federal party. 

The legislation provides for a $100 million 
authorization of appropriations to carry out 
the section, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

Finally, the language makes clear that 
this section would amend and supplement 
the Act of June 17, 1902, as amended and sup-
plemented. 
SECTION 504. CONSULTATION WITH STATE PLANS. 

Section 504 would require the Secretary, 
where appropriate, to consult the State Com-
prehensive Conservation Plans required 
under the State and Tribal Wildlife Grant 
Program and coordinate with state fish and 
wildlife agencies in the planning and imple-
mentation of the actions identified in those 
plans in evaluating proposals for wildlife 
conservation grants under programs admin-
istered by the Department. 

TITLE VI—CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
SECTION 601. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

OFFICE. 
Section 601 would establish in the Depart-

ment the Office of Collaborative Action and 
Dispute Resolution, which would be respon-
sible for promoting and advancing the use of 
collaborative problem-solving and alter-
native dispute resolution activities in all De-
partmental bureaus and offices. The Office 
would be tasked with increasing the use of 
early consensus building, alternative dispute 
resolution, and negotiated rulemakings. The 
section authorizes such sums as are nec-
essary to carry out the program. 

TITLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
In order to ensure clarity and flexibility in 

implementing this Act, the bill contains a 
savings provision, which makes clear that 
the provisions contained in this bill are not 
intended to supersede any provision of state 
or federal law; a severability provision, 
which will ensure the operation of the Act if 
a particular provision is successfully chal-
lenged; and a general authorization to pro-
mulgate any regulations necessary to carry 
out the terms of the Act. 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 
OF THE INTERIOR, 

Washington, DC, June 19, 2007. 
Hon. RICHARD CHENEY, 
President of the Senate, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Administration 
is pleased to forward the enclosed draft legis-
lation, title the ‘‘Cooperative Conservation 
Enhancement Act,’’ for your consideration. 
The draft legislation is intended to advance 
the Department of the Interior’s successful 
model of cooperative conservation in several 
ways. First, it will ensure clear, but flexible 
statutory authority for programs that are 
currently carried out by the Department but 
are generally authorized under many dis-
parate authorities. Second, the bill seeks to 
expand the use of cooperative conservation 
by providing the Secretary of the Interior 
with new authorities that will assist the De-
partment in promoting conservation part-
nerships with private individuals, companies, 
and organizations and government entities; 
promote conservation partnership capacity 
building; and authorize the use of collabo-
rative problem solving and alternative dis-
pute resolution in the Department’s bureaus 
and offices. 

This draft legislation represents a major 
step forward for the Department’s coopera-
tive conservation efforts. If enacted, this 
new authority will reduce barriers to the use 
of partnerships in meeting our resource man-
agement obligations, and will enhance our 
collaborative efforts to conserve and protect 
natural resources and the environment for 
which the Department is responsible. 

To assist you in your review of the draft 
legislation, we have enclosed a section-by- 
section analysis for the proposed bill. The 
Administration recommends that the draft 
bill be sent to the appropriate committee for 
consideration and that it be enacted. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this proposal from the standpoint 
of the Administration’s program. 

Sincerely, 
P. LYNN SCARLETT. 

By Mr. STEVENS (for himself, 
Mr. INOUYE, Ms. MURKOWSKI, 
and Mr. AKAKA): 

S. 2232. A bill to direct the Secretary 
of Commerce to establish a demonstra-
tion program to adapt the lessons of 
providing foreign aid to under-
developed economies to the provision 
of Federal economic development as-
sistance to certain similarly situated 
individuals, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce the Foreign Aid 
Lessons for Domestic Economic Assist-
ance Act of 2007 to bring a fresh ap-
proach to the vexing problem of stimu-
lating Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian 
and Lower–48 Indian Tribe economies 
to bring jobs, hope and investment to 
these impoverished peoples. 

Despite modest improvements in the 
economic and social well-being of Alas-
ka’s native people, they continue to 
have extremely high rates of unem-
ployment and poverty, poor health, 
substandard housing, and the related 
ills of alcohol and drug abuse. 

Only 11 percent of American Indians 
and Alaska Natives hold a bachelor’s 
degree compared to 24 percent of the 
total population. The poverty rate in 
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1999 was 25.7 percent for the American 
Indian and Alaska Native population, 
compared to 12.4 percent of the total 
population. 

Weak economies also contribute to 
poor health in native communities: 
American Indian and Alaska Natives 
suffer from significantly higher mor-
tality rates compared to the general 
population. The death rate for Amer-
ican Indians and Alaska Natives for tu-
berculosis is 600 percent higher, 510 per-
cent higher for alcoholism, 229 percent 
higher for motor vehicle crashes, 189 
percent higher for diabetes, 61 percent 
higher for homicide and 62 percent 
higher for suicide. American Indian 
and Alaska Native infants die at a rate 
of 8.5 per every 1,000 live births, com-
pared to 6.8 per 1,000 for all U.S. races. 

Housing statistics are no better—12 
percent of American Indian and Alaska 
Native homes lack safe and adequate 
water supply and waste disposal facili-
ties compared to one percent of the 
U.S. general population. 

This is the profile of native commu-
nities in Alaska, and in the lower–48 
states as well, despite a vibrant cul-
tural legacy and abundant natural re-
sources on and under their lands and in 
their waters. Many native communities 
have marketable timber, huge reserves 
of coal, natural gas, oil, fish and shell-
fish and other natural amenities. 

At the same time, native economies 
are hobbled by geographic remoteness, 
distance from markets and population 
centers, poor physical infrastructure, 
and a lack of governmental trans-
parency, contributing to stagnating 
Native American economies. 

Because native economies are often 
plagued by the same challenges as the 
economies of the developing world, na-
tive economies are likely to benefit 
from the application of proven models 
employed in international development 
efforts, most notably the Millenium 
Challenge Act of 2003. This initiative 
aims to foster those policies that are 
known to be effective and in the proc-
ess, reduce poverty and promote sus-
tainable economic growth in the host 
country. Typically, the activities that 
are assisted are related to agriculture, 
irrigation, and related land practices; 
physical infrastructure development to 
facilitate marketing of goods and serv-
ices; and a variety of health care pro-
grams. 

Similarly, the objectives of the legis-
lation I am introducing today are just 
as straightforward: enhancing the long- 
term job creation and revenue genera-
tion potential of Native economies by 
creating investment-favorable climates 
and increasing Native productivity. 

The Foreign Aid Lessons for Domes-
tic Economic Assistance Act would 
also authorize administering federal 
economic development assistance in a 
novel manner to promote economic 
growth, eliminate poverty, and 
strengthen good governance, entrepre-
neurship, and investment in native 
communities. 

A corollary, but equally important, 
objective is to improve the effective-

ness of existing Federal economic de-
velopment assistance by encouraging 
the integration and coordination of 
such assistance to benefit Native 
economies. Accordingly, this legisla-
tion requires that any assistance pro-
vided must be coordinated with other 
Federal economic development assist-
ance programs for Native Americans. 

A critical component of the Foreign 
Aid Lessons for Domestic Economic 
Assistance Demonstration is in its de-
mand for accountability in the per-
formance of the Compact terms and use 
of financial resources. This legislation 
requires that eligible entities submit 
to the Secretary of Commerce written 
reports on an annual basis detailing ac-
tivities undertaken and progress made 
through assistance from this program. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues 
will join me in supporting this legisla-
tion. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 
S. 2236. A bill to title I of the Em-

ployee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974, title XXVII of the Public 
Health Service Act, and the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide addi-
tional limitations on preexisting condi-
tion exclusions in group health plans 
and health insurance coverage in the 
group and individual markets; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the Pre-exist-
ing Condition Exclusion Patient Pro-
tection Act of 2007. This is a critical 
bill for the tens of millions of individ-
uals who suffer from chronic, disabling, 
and life-threatening conditions, as it 
will ensure that they have access to af-
fordable, comprehensive, and meaning-
ful health insurance coverage despite 
‘‘pre-existing conditions.’’ 

The Centers for Disease Control & 
Prevention estimates that fully one- 
third of all Americans will have a 
chronic, disabling, and life-threatening 
condition at some time during their 
lifetimes. In West Virginia, that trans-
lates to approximately 600,000 of our 
neighbors who will face these serious 
health problems. Far too often these 
are the very people who find their 
health insurance coverage interrupted, 
cancelled, or denied because of pre-ex-
isting condition limitations in their 
health insurance policies. 

That is why, over 10 years ago, Con-
gress passed the Health Insurance 
Portability and Accountability Act of 
1996, HIPAA, P.L. 104–191, with the ob-
jective of protecting Americans from 
interruptions in health insurance cov-
erage resulting from job changes or 
other life transitions. HIPAA provides 
this protection by restricting when pri-
vate insurers can use pre-existing con-
ditions to limit health care coverage. 
HIPAA has been successful, and many 
individuals have come to rely on its 
protections. However, after more than 
a decade, certain gaps in HIPAA’s pro-
tection have become apparent that 
hamper individuals’ access to care for 

which they could be covered, but for 
their pre-existing conditions. 

First, individuals who have been 
without health insurance coverage for 
63 days or more, risk becoming perma-
nently uninsurable. This is particu-
larly true of individuals with pre-exist-
ing conditions, because a 63–day gap in 
coverage eliminates any prior cred-
itable coverage. If an employee cannot 
demonstrate that he or she had prior 
creditable and continuous coverage, an 
employer can exclude coverage for pre- 
existing conditions for up to 12 months. 

Second, employers can restrict cov-
erage for pre-existing conditions to 
otherwise qualified employees based on 
a 6-month ‘‘look-back’’ period. This 
means that an employer may use med-
ical recommendations, diagnoses, and 
treatments within the most recent 6 
months to exclude coverage as a ‘‘pre- 
existing condition.’’ This ‘‘look-back’’ 
period is sufficiently long that it likely 
impacts all Americans with at least 
one chronic illness, a category that in-
cludes a staggering one out of every 
three Americans, according to the Cen-
ters for Disease Control. 

Third, the protections offered to indi-
viduals moving into a group health 
plan, or moving into the individual in-
surance market from a group plan, are 
not available to individuals attempting 
to shop around for policies within the 
individual market. As a result, individ-
uals who purchase policies in the non- 
group market and never have a gap in 
coverage still have no protection 
against the pre-existing condition ex-
clusions that insurers may choose to 
impose. 

The Pre-existing Condition Exclusion 
Patient Protection Act of 2007 takes 
significant steps to improve these 
weaknesses in the law, thereby pro-
tecting patients who are currently at 
risk of being denied health insurance 
coverage. To close the first gap in the 
law, the bill reduces the timeframe 
during which an employer can exclude 
coverage for pre-existing conditions 
from 12 months to three months. This 
would ensure that more Americans 
have access to health insurance cov-
erage; furthermore, it is consistent 
with the requirements for ‘‘state-quali-
fied plans’’ under the Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance Reform Act of 2002. 

To close the second HIPAA gap, this 
legislation shrinks the permitted 
‘‘look-back’’ period from 6 months to 30 
days, which would result in a decrease 
in the number of Americans who are 
unfairly denied health coverage due to 
pre-existing conditions. Finally, the 
bill closes the third gap by applying 
the same pre-existing condition protec-
tions afforded to individuals in the 
group health insurance market under 
HIPAA to individuals moving to, and 
within, the individual health insurance 
market. 

Passing this legislation would in-
crease access to private health insur-
ance for the almost 94 million Ameri-
cans who suffer from at least one 
chronic illness. It also would ensure 
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that the 158 million individuals who 
are insured through employer-based 
private plans and the more than 14 mil-
lion individuals who are covered by 
non-group, private plans would have 
far better protection when changing 
jobs or their health care plans. 

I am confident that with these ac-
tions, we can achieve a significant im-
provement in the access of Americans 
to health insurance coverage. For this 
reason, I urge my colleagues to ad-
vance progress toward this important 
goal by supporting the Pre-existing 
Condition Exclusion Patient Protec-
tion Act of 2007. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2236 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Preexisting 
Condition Exclusion Patient Protection Act 
of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO PRE-

EXISTING CONDITION EXCLUSIONS 
UNDER GROUP HEALTH PLANS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO THE EMPLOYEE RETIRE-
MENT INCOME SECURITY ACT OF 1974.— 

(1) REDUCTION IN LOOK-BACK PERIOD.—Sec-
tion 701(a)(1) of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1181(a)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘6-month 
period’’ and inserting ‘‘30-day period’’. 

(2) REDUCTION IN PERMITTED PREEXISTING 
CONDITION LIMITATION PERIOD.—Section 
701(a)(2) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 1181(a)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘12 months’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘3 months’’, and by striking ‘‘18 months’’ 
and inserting ‘‘9 months’’. 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH 
SERVICE ACT.— 

(1) REDUCTION IN LOOK-BACK PERIOD.—Sec-
tion 2701(a)(1) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 300gg(a)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘6-month period’’ and inserting ‘‘30- 
day period’’. 

(2) REDUCTION IN PERMITTED PREEXISTING 
CONDITION LIMITATION PERIOD.—Section 
2701(a)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 300gg(a)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘12 months’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘3 months’’, and by striking ‘‘18 months’’ 
and inserting ‘‘9 months’’. 

(c) AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE OF 1986.— 

(1) REDUCTION IN LOOK-BACK PERIOD.—Para-
graph (1) of section 9801(a) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to limitation 
on preexisting condition exclusion period 
and crediting for periods of previous cov-
erage) is amended by striking ‘‘6-month pe-
riod’’ and inserting ‘‘30-day period’’. 

(2) REDUCTION IN PERMITTED PREEXISTING 
CONDITION LIMITATION PERIOD.—Paragraph (2) 
of section 9801(a) of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘12 months’’ and inserting ‘‘3 
months’’, and by striking ‘‘18 months’’ and 
inserting ‘‘9 months’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply with respect to group 
health plans for plan years beginning after 
the end of the 12th calendar month following 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR COLLECTIVE BAR-
GAINING AGREEMENTS.—In the case of a group 
health plan maintained pursuant to one or 

more collective bargaining agreements be-
tween employee representatives and one or 
more employers ratified before the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the amendments 
made by this section shall not apply to plan 
years beginning before the earlier of— 

(A) the date on which the last of the collec-
tive bargaining agreements relating to the 
plan terminates (determined without regard 
to any extension thereof agreed to after the 
date of the enactment of this Act), or 

(B) 3 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

For purposes of subparagraph (A), any plan 
amendment made pursuant to a collective 
bargaining agreement relating to the plan 
which amends the plan solely to conform to 
any requirement added by the amendments 
made by this section shall not be treated as 
a termination of such collective bargaining 
agreement. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO PRE-

EXISTING CONDITION EXCLUSIONS 
IN HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE 
IN THE INDIVIDUAL MARKET. 

(a) APPLICABILITY OF GROUP HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE LIMITATIONS ON IMPOSITION OF PRE-
EXISTING CONDITION EXCLUSIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2741 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300gg–41) is 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating the second subsection 
(e) (relating to market requirements) and 
subsection (f) as subsections (f) and (g), re-
spectively; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(h) APPLICATION OF GROUP HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE LIMITATIONS ON IMPOSITION OF PRE-
EXISTING CONDITION EXCLUSIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
a health insurance issuer that provides indi-
vidual health insurance coverage may not 
impose a preexisting condition exclusion (as 
defined in subsection (b)(1)(A) of section 2701) 
with respect to such coverage except to the 
extent that such exclusion could be imposed 
consistent with such section if such coverage 
were group health insurance coverage. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—In the case of an indi-
vidual who— 

‘‘(A) is enrolled in individual health insur-
ance coverage; 

‘‘(B) during the period of such enrollment 
has a condition for which no medical advice, 
diagnosis, care, or treatment had been rec-
ommended or received as of the enrollment 
date; and 

‘‘(C) seeks to enroll under other individual 
health insurance coverage which provides 
benefits different from those provided under 
the coverage referred to in subparagraph (A) 
with respect to such condition, 

the issuer of the individual health insurance 
coverage described in subparagraph (C) may 
impose a preexisting condition exclusion 
with respect to such condition and any bene-
fits in addition to those provided under the 
coverage referred to in subparagraph (A), but 
such exclusion may not extend for a period 
of more than 3 months.’’. 

(2) ELIMINATION OF COBRA REQUIREMENT.— 
Subsection (b) of such section is amended— 

(A) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (2); 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5). 
(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 

2744(a)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 300gg–44(a)(1)) 
is amended by inserting ‘‘(other than sub-
section (h))’’ after ‘‘section 2741’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to health insurance coverage offered, sold, 
issued, renewed, in effect, or operated in the 
individual market after the end of the 12th 

calendar month following the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S. 2237. A bill to fight crime; to the 

Committee on the Judiciary. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President. I rise to 

mark the introduction of the 2007 
Biden Crime Bill because a perfect 
storm is gathering with respect to 
crime in America, and we need bold ac-
tion to get us back on track. 

Before I discuss the specifics of my 
legislation, I want to talk to you about 
what is feeding this perfect storm. 
Since 2001, Federal funding for local 
law enforcement has been slashed by 
billions of dollars—from about $2,1 bil-
lion per year in the nineties to a pro-
posed level of $32 million in 2007. The 
COPS hiring program has been elimi-
nated completely. 

At the same time, President Bush 
has reassigned more than 1,000 FBI 
agents from fighting crime to com-
bating terrorism. Certainly, this was 
necessary, but he has not replaced 
them. A bitter irony results—we have 
improved our ability to fight inter-
national terrorism, but left our com-
munities here at home less safe from 
the threat of murderers, rapists, and 
drug kingpins. 

This is the perfect storm: asking 
local law enforcement to do much more 
for a growing population while giving 
them much less—less Federal funding 
and fewer Federal agents with whom to 
partner. As a result, local law enforce-
ment has had to give up crime preven-
tion practices, like community polic-
ing, in order to stay on top of rising de-
mand. They are doing their level best, 
but they need more help. 

Early stages of the storm are upon 
us. The FBI’s Uniform Crime Reports 
show a rise in violent crime and mur-
der for the second straight year. This 
hasn’t happened since 1994. Last year, 
crime rose at the highest rate it had in 
15 years and this year we add another 
1.9 percent increase. 

The Police Executive Research 
Forum reports that the homicide rate 
rose more than 10 percent in metropoli-
tan areas around the country, like Bal-
timore, Boston, Charlotte, Cincinnati, 
Kansas City, and Philadphia. Don’t be-
lieve the statistics? Just ask your local 
cops. They will tell you they are seeing 
more crimes with a higher level of vio-
lence. 

Back in the nineties we faced a simi-
lar crime crisis. In 1994, Congress 
passed the Crime Bill, and it trans-
formed the Federal approach to fight-
ing crime. It used a three-part system: 
invest in prevention programs, dedi-
cate Federal support to community- 
oriented policing, and ensure that of-
fenders serve tough-but-fair prison sen-
tences. It worked. Crime dropped for 
eight consecutive years. Violent crime 
and murder rates dropped more than 30 
percent 

The bill I introduced today is the 
most comprehensive crime bill in more 
than a decade and it builds on the suc-
cessful approach of the 1994 Crime Bill. 
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It invests more than $6 billion in tried 
and true prevention programs that rec-
ognize that the first step to fighting 
crime is protecting kids from neglect 
and abuse and providing them with a 
stable family, positive early education, 
and someplace safe and constructive to 
spend the critical after-school hours. 

My bill reauthorizes the COPS pro-
gram and provides $1.15 billion per year 
to hire, equip, and train 50,000 new po-
lice officers, and hire additional local 
prosecutors. Study after study has 
demonstrated the effectiveness of the 
COPS program, and every major law 
enforcement agency in the country 
supports it. It is high time we started 
funding it again. 

In addition, the bill provides funds to 
hire an additional 1,000 FBI agents 
dedicated to fighting crime and an ad-
ditional 500 DEA agents dedicated to 
dismantling drug trafficking organiza-
tions. The Federal Government cannot 
make the trade-off between fighting 
crime and terrorism—we owe it to our 
citizens to do both. 

The bill invests more than $1 billion 
in preventing recidivism by ensuring 
that when prisoners are released into 
society, they have the vocational 
training, the drug treatment, and the 
housing they need to reintegrate as 
law-abiding, productive members. Cur-
rently, over 650,000 ex-offenders are re-
leased from Federal and State prisons 
each year. Within 3 years of release, 
two thirds will commit another crime. 
That is hundreds of thousands of 
crimes each year, and we need to bring 
that number down. 

Finally, the bill addresses develop-
ments in crime fighting and in crimi-
nal trade craft. Mr. President, 13 years 
ago, online sexual predators, Internet 
copyright infringement, and computer 
hacking were virtually unknown. 
Today they are common crimes with 
real victims. This bill ensures that law 
enforcement has the resources and 
legal tools it needs to prevent, inves-
tigate, and prosecute such crimes. 

The bottom line is that fighting 
crime is like cutting grass—you stop 
mowing the lawn and one day you’ll 
look outside and see a real mess. We 
can’t ignore crime and hope it goes 
away. We’ve made that mistake over 
the last 6 years, and our communities 
are paying the price. 

We have to get back to cutting the 
grass. This legislation takes a com-
prehensive approach once again to 
fighting crime. It renews our financial 
commitment to rebuilding law enforce-
ment capabilities at the Federal, 
State, and local level. It is a signifi-
cant step toward making good on one 
of Congress’s most sacred duties to our 
citizens protecting them from crime 
and fostering safe communities. I urge 
my colleagues to support this bill. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 2239. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow self-em-
ployed individuals to deduct health in-

surance costs in computing self-em-
ployment taxes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today I, along with Senator HATCH, am 
re-introducing the Equity for Our Na-
tion’s Self-Employed Act of 2007. This 
important legislation corrects an in-
equity that currently exists in our tax 
code that forces the self-employed to 
pay payroll taxes on the funds used to 
pay for their health insurance while 
larger businesses do not. Because of 
this inequity, health insurance is more 
expensive for the self-employed. At a 
time when the number of people unin-
sured is growing at an alarming rate, 
we need to find ways to reduce the cost 
of health insurance. This legislation is 
a first logical step. 

Under current law, corporations and 
other business entities are able to de-
duct health insurance premiums as a 
business expense and to forego payroll 
taxes on these costs. However, sole-pro-
prietors are not allowed this same de-
duction and thus, are required to pay 
self-employment tax, their payroll tax, 
on health insurance premiums. The 
self-employed are the only segment of 
the business population that are addi-
tionally taxed on health insurance. The 
legislation we are introducing today 
would stop this inequitable tax treat-
ment and allow sole proprietors to de-
duct the amount they pay for health 
insurance from their calculation of 
payroll taxes, leveling the playing field 
for the over 20 million self-employed in 
our Nation. 

This problem affects all self-em-
ployed who provide health insurance to 
their families. According to the IRS, 
there are almost 130,000 sole-propri-
etors in New Mexico. While we do not 
know how many of these people in New 
Mexico have health insurance, we do 
know that roughly 3.8 million working 
families in the U.S. paid self-employ-
ment tax on their health insurance pre-
miums. Estimates indicate that rough-
ly 60 percent of our Nation’s uninsured 
are either self-employed or work for a 
small business. According to the Kaiser 
Family Foundation, self-employed 
workers spent upwards of $12,000 per 
year in 2006 to provide health insurance 
for their family. Because they cannot 
deduct this as an ordinary business ex-
pense, those that spend this amount 
will pay a 15.3 percent payroll tax on 
their premiums, resulting in over $1,800 
of taxes annually. 

This problem was identified by the 
National Taxpayer Advocate in several 
of her annual reports to Congress and 
our legislation to correct it is sup-
ported by over 40 national and State 
organizations including the National 
Association for the Self-Employed, the 
National Small Business Association, 
the National Federation of Independent 
Business, National Association of Real-
tors, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
and the U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Com-
merce. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to get this important legis-
lation passed. 

By Mr. CARPER (for himself and 
Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 2240. A bill to prohibit termination 
of employment of volunteer fire-
fighters and emergency medical per-
sonnel responding to emergencies, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my mend from Maine to in-
troduce the Volunteer Firefighter and 
EMS Personnel Job Protection Act. 

Current law offers volunteer fire-
fighters and emergency medical serv-
ices personnel no protection against 
punishment by their employers should 
they miss work when called on to re-
spond to a national emergency. This 
means that firefighters or EMS per-
sonnel volunteering their time, even 
during major disasters like 9/11, Hurri-
cane Katrina, or even the current 
wildfires in California, can be dis-
ciplined or even fired for putting their 
lives at risk to save others. 

We put forward this legislation today 
out of concern that volunteers faced 
with the prospect of losing their jobs 
and not responding to a call will choose 
the latter. Its passage would protect 
volunteers from having to make that 
choice when the call is to a Presi-
dentially-declared disaster or emer-
gency. 

In order to receive the protections of-
fered under the bill, a first responder 
would need to provide reasonable no-
tice to their employer before missing 
time and would need to provide regular 
updates during the course of their ab-
sence. The bill also allows volunteer 
firefighters or EMS personnel to take 
legal action against businesses that 
fire or discipline an individual who 
gives appropriate notice before missing 
work due to a legitimate emergency 
situation. 

In order to prevent abuse, the bill 
places a 14-day limit on the amount of 
time volunteer firefighters or EMS 
workers could take off from their jobs 
before being subject to disciplinary ac-
tion. The bill also does not require em-
ployers to compensate volunteers for 
time away from work. 

Communities across the country de-
pend on volunteer firefighters and EMS 
personnel to respond to major disas-
ters. My State is among them. In fact, 
most communities in Delaware rely al-
most exclusively on the work and sac-
rifice of volunteers to protect their 
citizens from fires to major disasters. 
This bill seeks to ensure that Dela-
wareans can continue to rely on them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2240 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Volunteer 
Firefighter and EMS Personnel Job Protec-
tion Act’’. 
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SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) EMERGENCY.—The term ‘‘emergency’’ 

has the meaning given such term in section 
102 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5122). 

(2) MAJOR DISASTER.—The term ‘‘major dis-
aster’’ has the meanings given such term in 
section 102 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5122). 

(3) QUALIFIED VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPART-
MENT.—The term ‘‘qualified volunteer fire 
department’’ has the meaning given such 
term in section 150(e) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986. 

(4) VOLUNTEER EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERV-
ICES.—The term ‘‘volunteer emergency med-
ical services’’ means emergency medical 
services performed on a voluntary basis for a 
fire department or other emergency organi-
zation. 

(5) VOLUNTEER FIREFIGHTER.—The term 
‘‘volunteer firefighter’’ means an individual 
who is a member in good standing of a quali-
fied volunteer fire department. 
SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT OF VOL-

UNTEER FIREFIGHTERS AND EMER-
GENCY MEDICAL PERSONNEL PRO-
HIBITED. 

(a) TERMINATION PROHIBITED.—No employee 
may be terminated, demoted, or in any other 
manner discriminated against in the terms 
and conditions of employment because such 
employee is absent from or late to the em-
ployee’s employment for the purpose of serv-
ing as a volunteer firefighter or providing 
volunteer emergency medical services as 
part of a response to an emergency or major 
disaster. 

(b) DEPLOYMENT.—The prohibition in sub-
section (a) shall apply to an employee serv-
ing as a volunteer firefighter or providing 
volunteer emergency medical services if such 
employee— 

(1) is specifically deployed to respond to 
the emergency or major disaster in accord-
ance with a coordinated national deployment 
system such as the Emergency Management 
Assistance Compact or a pre-existing mutual 
aid agreement; or 

(2) is a volunteer firefighter who— 
(A) is a member of a qualified volunteer 

fire department that is located in the State 
in which the emergency or major disaster oc-
curred; 

(B) is not a member of a qualified fire de-
partment that has a mutual aid agreement 
with a community affected by such emer-
gency or major disaster; and 

(C) has been deployed by the emergency 
management agency of such State to respond 
to such emergency or major disaster. 

(c) LIMITATIONS.—The prohibition in sub-
section (a) shall not apply to an employee 
who— 

(1) is absent from the employee’s employ-
ment for the purpose described in subsection 
(a) for more than 14 days per calendar year; 

(2) responds on the emergency or major 
disaster without being officially deployed as 
described in subsection (b); or 

(3) fails to provide the written verification 
described in subsection (e) within a reason-
able period of time. 

(d) WITHHOLDING OF PAY.—An employer 
may reduce an employee’s regular pay for 
any time that the employee is absent from 
the employee’s employment for the purpose 
described in subsection (a). 

(e) VERIFICATION.—An employer may re-
quire an employee to provide a written 
verification from the official of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency supervising 
the Federal response to the emergency or 
major disaster or a local or State official 
managing the local or State response to the 
emergency or major disaster that states— 

(1) the employee responded to the emer-
gency or major disaster in an official capac-
ity; and 

(2) the schedule and dates of the employ-
ee’s participation in such response. 

(f) REASONABLE NOTICE REQUIRED.—An em-
ployee who may be absent from or late to the 
employee’s employment for the purpose de-
scribed in subsection (a) shall— 

(1) make a reasonable effort to notify the 
employee’s employer of such absence; and 

(2) continue to provide reasonable notifica-
tions over the course of such absence. 
SEC. 4. RIGHT OF ACTION. 

(a) RIGHT OF ACTION.—An individual who 
has been terminated, demoted, or in any 
other manner discriminated against in the 
terms and conditions of employment in vio-
lation of the prohibition described in section 
3 may bring, in a district court of the United 
States of appropriate jurisdiction, a civil ac-
tion against individual’s employer seeking— 

(1) reinstatement of the individual’s 
former employment; 

(2) payment of back wages; 
(3) reinstatement of fringe benefits; and 
(4) if the employment granted seniority 

rights, reinstatement of seniority rights. 
(b) LIMITATION.—The individual shall com-

mence a civil action under this section not 
later than 1 year after the date of the viola-
tion of the prohibition described in section 3. 
SEC. 5. STUDY AND REPORT. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Labor shall 
conduct a study on the impact that this Act 
could have on the employers of volunteer 
firefighters or individuals who provide vol-
unteer emergency medical services and who 
may be called on to respond to an emergency 
or major disaster. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 12 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Labor shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port on the study conducted under sub-
section (a). 

(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—In this section, the term ‘‘appropriate 
congressional committees’’ means the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions and the Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship of the Senate and 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force and the Committee on Small Business 
of the House of Representatives. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President. I rise 
to offer my wholehearted support for 
the bill offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware to provide some 
reasonable measure of job protection 
for the volunteer firefighters and emer-
gency medical personnel who save 
thousands of lives across this country 
every year. 

This bill is a matter of simple fair-
ness. It recognizes that volunteer fire-
fighters and emergency medical per-
sonnel not only serve their own towns 
and offer mutual assistance to other 
communities on a day-to-day basis, but 
also that they are a key component in 
state and federal plans for responding 
to catastrophic natural disasters and 
terrorist attacks. 

Across the Nation, our emergency 
planning relies on the ready avail-
ability of these brave first responders. 
Indeed, volunteers are absolutely crit-
ical to mounting a response to disas-
ters, both large and small. My home 
state of Maine, for example, has slight-
ly more than 10,000 firefighters in 492 
departments. Because Maine is a most-

ly rural State, fully 88 percent of those 
firefighters are volunteers. 

Yet, even if they are called up in a 
major disaster or a Presidentially de-
clared emergency under the Stafford 
Act, these volunteers have no official 
protection for their jobs while they are 
answering the call to duty. 

We should protect volunteer fire-
fighters and EMS personnel who put 
their lives on the line. 

The current lack of job protection is 
dangerous. If large numbers of volun-
teer firefighters and EMS personnel 
were terminated or demoted after 
being called away to a disaster or a se-
ries of disasters, recruitment and re-
tention of volunteers could be dev-
astated. 

The Volunteer Firefighter and EMS 
Personnel Job Protection Act would 
correct the injustice and mitigate the 
danger in a measured and responsible 
way. It would protect the volunteer 
first responders against termination or 
demotion by employers if they are 
called upon to respond to a Presi-
dentially declared emergency or a 
major disaster for up to 14 workdays. 

The bill imposes no unreasonable 
burdens on employers. They are not 
obliged to pay the volunteers during 
their absence, and they are entitled to 
receive official documentation that an 
absent employee was in fact summoned 
to and served in a disaster response. 

Finally, I would note that the bill 
would facilitate the work of emergency 
managers. Having this job protection 
in force would allow them to make 
operational and contingency plans with 
greater confidence, knowing that vol-
unteer responders would not be forced 
to withdraw in short order for fear of 
losing their jobs. 

The Volunteer Firefighter and EMS 
Personnel Job Protection Act is a 
straightforward matter of simple jus-
tice and sound policy. By extending 
some protection to these brave men 
and women, we can strengthen the pro-
tection and life-saving response that 
they provide to many millions of 
Americans. I believe this bill merits 
the support of every Senator, and I am 
proud to be an original co-sponsor. 

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself and 
Mr. SALAZAR): 

S. 2241. A bill to provide consistent 
enforcement authority to the Bureau 
of Land Management, the National 
Park Service, the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and the Forest 
Service to respond to violations of reg-
ulations regarding the management, 
use, and protection of public land 
under the jurisdiction of those agen-
cies, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I have 
just introduced a piece of legislation 
called the Public Land Fire Regulation 
Enforcement Act. I wish to spend a mo-
ment talking about that. 

Mother Nature possesses a beauty 
like no other; this beauty sometimes 
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allows us to forget the ferocious might 
that she can bring to bear. The tragic 
fires in California provide an all too 
real reminder of this. 

My thoughts and prayers are with 
folks in California, because it was not 
so long ago that Colorado fund itself in 
a similar situation. Each year people 
out West live with the constant and 
growing threat of wildfire. In 2002, 
nearly 400,000 acres burned. Then Gov-
ernor Bill Owens said that ‘‘all of Colo-
rado is burning’’. 

Unfortunately, some folks—through 
ignorance, carelessness, or malice—ig-
nore Federal guidelines and start fires 
during high risk times. In order to 
deter this action and provide an added 
measure of security Senator SALAZAR 
and I are introducing the Public Land 
Fire Regulations Enforcement Act. 
This bill will strengthen current law by 
increasing the penalties for individuals 
who disregard public safety and start 
fires during restricted times. It in-
creases possible fines and doubles the 
maximum time violators could spend 
in jail. 

I hope that the fires burning in Cali-
fornia are contained soon and that the 
damage is minimized as much as pos-
sible. I also hope that the legislation I 
introduce today will help prevent fu-
ture catastrophic fires from being 
started. 

By Mr. SPECTER (for himself 
and Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 2243. A bill to strongly encourage 
the Government of Saudi Arabia to end 
its support for institutions that fund, 
train, incite, encourage, or in any 
other way aid and abet terrorism, to 
secure full Saudi cooperation in the in-
vestigation of terrorist incidents, to 
denounce Saudi sponsorship of extrem-
ist Wahhabi ideology, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President. I have 
sought recognition to offer legislation 
to encourage Saudi Arabia to halt its 
support for institutions that fund, 
train, incite, encourage, or in any 
other way aid and abet terrorism, and 
to secure full Saudi cooperation in the 
investigation of terrorist incidents. 

I offer this bill on behalf of myself 
and Senator WYDEN. 

Since the attacks of September 11, 
2001, evidence has emerged indicating 
that support for al-Qaeda, Ramas, and 
other organizations has come from 
Saudi Arabia. 

Testimony presented to several Con-
gressional committees, including the 
Senate Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, Judiciary Committee, and In-
telligence committees in both houses, 
has indicated that Saudi Arabia is an 
epicenter for terrorist financing. These 
committees have also found the Saudi 
government’s cooperation in investiga-
tions into the al-Qaeda terrorist net-
work has been lackluster. 

In the 108 Congress, as a member of 
the Governmental Affairs Committee 
and as a member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, we worked to establish a basic 

point that anybody who knowingly 
contributes to a terrorist organization 
is an accessory before the fact to mur-
der; so when people contribute to al- 
Qaeda or Hamas, knowing that both or-
ganizations employ suicide bombers, 
they are accessories to murder. 

United Nations Security Council Res-
olution 1373, adopted in 2001, mandates 
that all States ‘‘refrain from providing 
any form of support, active or passive, 
to entities or persons involved in ter-
rorist acts,’’ take ‘‘the necessary steps 
to prevent the commission of terrorist 
acts,’’ and ‘‘deny safe haven to those 
who finance, plan, support, or commit 
terrorist acts.’’ There is mounting evi-
dence that Saudi Arabia has not been 
compliant with this resolution. 

The 9/11 Commission interviewed nu-
merous military officers and govern-
ment officials who repeatedly listed 
Saudi Arabia as a prime place for ter-
rorists to set up bases and found that 
‘‘Saudi Arabia’s society was a place 
where al-Qaeda raised money directly 
from individuals through charities.’’ 

The Council on Foreign Relations 
concluded in a 2002 report that ‘‘for 
years, individuals and charities based 
in Saudi Arabia have been the most im-
portant source of funds for al-Qaeda, 
and for years, Saudi officials have 
turned a blind eye.’’ 

There are indications that, since the 
May 12, 2003, suicide bombings in Ri-
yadh, the Government of Saudi Arabia 
is making a more serious effort to com-
bat terrorism. That said, I would like 
to draw attention to the following find-
ings recanted by organizations which 
have studied the record of the Saudis.  

In a June 2004 report entitled ‘‘Up-
date on the Global Campaign Against 
Terrorist Financing,’’ the Council on 
Foreign Relations reported that ‘‘we 
find it regrettable and unacceptable 
that since September 11, 2001, we know 
of not a single Saudi donor of funds to 
terrorist groups who have been pub-
licly punished.’’ 

A joint committee of the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the Senate 
and the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives issued a report on July 24, 
2003, that quotes various U.S. Govern-
ment personnel who complained that 
the Saudis refused to cooperate in the 
investigation of Osama bin Laden and 
his network both before and after the 
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. 

My frustration with the Saudi gov-
ernment’s lack of cooperation in inter-
national counterterrorism efforts goes 
back more than a decade. After the 
Khobar Towers were bombed in 1996— 
an attack which cost 19 American air-
men their lives and injured 400 more— 
I traveled to Dhahran, Saudi Arabia to 
see the carnage firsthand. When I ar-
rived, U.S. investigators were being de-
nied the opportunity to interview the 
suspects apprehended by the Saudis. I 
personally met with Crown Prince 
Abdullah of Saudi Arabia to request 
that the FBI be granted access to the 
prisoners. Crown Prince Abdullah said 
that the U.S. should not meddle in 

Saudi internal affairs; the murder of 19 
airmen and the wounding of 400 more 
hardly qualifies as a Saudi internal af-
fair. 

The Saudi government continues to 
drag its feet when it comes to coopera-
tion in combating terrorism. The Iraq 
Study Group stated that Saudi Arabia 
has been ‘‘passive and disengaged’’ 
with regard to the situation in Iraq. 
Passive and disengaged is unacceptable 
when Saudi institutions are funding, 
training, inciting, and encouraging 
many terrorist actions in Iraq. 

On October 23, 2007, Crown Prince 
Sultan bin Abdulaziz stated, ‘‘The 
Kingdom is determined to continue its 
policy of fighting all forms of ter-
rorism.’’ 

According to a July 27, 2007, New 
York Times article, ‘‘Of an estimated 
60 to 80 foreign fighters who enter Iraq 
each month, American military and in-
telligence officials say that nearly half 
are coming from Saudi Arabia and that 
the Saudis have not done enough to 
stem the flow.’’ 

On October 23, 2007, Crown Prince 
Sultan bin Abdulaziz stated, ‘‘Saudi 
Arabia’s view is that dealing with the 
phenomenon of terrorism should not be 
confined to the mere security aspect of 
it but it should also be at the intellec-
tual level.’’ 

The Center for Religious Freedom, 
formerly affiliated with Freedom 
House, in a 2006 report entitled ‘‘Saudi 
Arabia’s Curriculum of Intolerience,’’ 
stated that despite 2005 statements by 
the Saudi Foreign Minister that their 
educational curricula have been re-
formed, this is ‘‘simply not the case.’’ 
On the contrary, religious textbooks 
continue to advocate the destruction of 
any non-Wahhabi Muslim. Saudi Ara-
bia has established Wahhabism, an ex-
treme form of Islam, as the official 
state doctrine, and about 5,000,000 chil-
dren are instructed each year in Is-
lamic studies using Saudi Ministry of 
Education textbooks. 

A fall 2007 report by the U.S. Com-
mission on International Religious 
Freedom stated that, ‘‘Due to insuffi-
cient information provided by the 
Saudi government, the Commission 
could not verify that a formal mecha-
nism exists within the Saudi govern-
ment to review thoroughly and revise 
educational texts and other materials 
sent outside of Saudi Arabia. It appears 
that the Saudi government has made 
little or no progress on efforts to halt 
the exportation of extremist ideology 
outside the Kingdom.’’ It is important 
to note that fifteen of the nineteen 9/11 
hijackers were Saudis. 

In my judgment, the U.S. has been le-
nient with the Saudis out of deference 
to Saudi oil. It is really an open scan-
dal that we have not taken action to 
secure some independence from our re-
liance on Saudi oil. A September 2005 
Government Accountability Office re-
port stated that, ‘‘Saudi Arabia’s 
multibillion-dollar petroleum industry, 
although largely owned by the govern-
ment, has fostered the creation of large 
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private fortunes, enabling many 
wealthy Saudis to sponsor charities 
and educational foundations whose op-
erations extend to many countries. 
U.S. Government and other expert re-
ports have linked some Saudi dona-
tions to the global propagation of reli-
gious intolerance, hatred of Western 
values, and support of terrorist activi-
ties.’’ 

The 9/11 Commission recommended 
that the problems in our bilateral rela-
tionship with Saudi Arabia must be 
confronted openly—this legislation 
takes a step in that direction. 

The legislation expresses the sense of 
Congress that the Government of Saudi 
Arabia must immediately and uncondi-
tionally: 1. permanently close all orga-
nizations in Saudi Arabia that fund, 
train, incite, encourage, or in any way 
aid and abet terrorism anywhere in the 
World; 2. end all funding for offshore 
terrorist organizations; 3. block all 
funding from private Saudi citizens and 
entities to Saudi-based or offshore ter-
ror organizations, and 4. provide com-
plete, unrestricted, and unobstructed 
cooperation to the U.S. in the inves-
tigation of terror groups and individ-
uals. 

The President should certify to Con-
gress when the Government of Saudi 
Arabia is fully cooperating with the 
U.S. in the actions listed above. 

Two major objectives in the Global 
War on Terrorism are to deny terror-
ists safe haven and to eradicate the 
sources of terrorist financing. We can-
not be successful in this war by ignor-
ing the problem Saudi Arabia presents 
to our security. The government of 
Saudi Arabia can no longer remain idle 
while its citizenry continues to provide 
the wherewithal for terrorist groups 
with global reach nor can it continue 
to directly facilitate and support insti-
tutions that incite violence. 

President Bush stated that the U.S.
‘‘will challenge the enemies of reform, 
confront the allies of terror, and expect 
a higher standard from our friends.’’ To 
be successful in the global war on ter-
rorism we need the proactive and full 
cooperation of all nations—especially 
those who consider themselves allies of 
the U.S. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2243 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Saudi Ara-
bia Accountability Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) United Nations Security Council Reso-

lution 1373 (2001) mandates that all states 
‘‘refrain from providing any form of support, 
active or passive, to entities or persons in-
volved in terrorist acts’’, take ‘‘the nec-
essary steps to prevent the commission of 
terrorist acts’’, and ‘‘deny safe haven to 

those who finance, plan, support, or commit 
terrorist acts’’. 

(2) In 2004, the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions reported that it knew of ‘‘not a single 
Saudi donor of funds to terrorist groups who 
has been publicly punished’’. 

(3) In his July 2005 testimony to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs of the Senate, Stewart Levey, the Un-
dersecretary for the Office of Terrorism and 
Financing Intelligence of the Department of 
the Treasury, reported that ‘‘even today, we 
believe that Saudi donors may still be a sig-
nificant source of terrorist financing, includ-
ing for the insurgency in Iraq’’. He added 
that Saudi financiers and charities ‘‘remain 
a key source for the promotion of ideologies 
used by terrorists and violent extremists’’. 

(4) According to a July 27, 2007 New York 
Times article, ‘‘Of an estimated 60 to 80 for-
eign fighters who enter Iraq each month, 
American military and intelligence officials 
say that nearly half are coming from Saudi 
Arabia and that the Saudis have not done 
enough to stem the flow.’’. 

(5) According to a July 15, 2007 Los Angeles 
Times article, ‘‘About 45% of all foreign 
militants targeting U.S. troops and Iraqi ci-
vilians and security forces are from Saudi 
Arabia . . . according to official U.S. military 
figures made available to The Times by the 
senior officer. Nearly half of the 135 for-
eigners in U.S. detention facilities in Iraq 
are Saudis, he said. Fighters from Saudi Ara-
bia are thought to have carried out more sui-
cide bombings than those of any other na-
tionality, said the senior U.S. officer, who 
spoke on condition of anonymity because of 
the subject’s sensitivity.’’. 

(6) The Center for Religious Freedom, for-
merly affiliated with Freedom House, in a 
2006 report entitled ‘‘Saudi Arabia’s Cur-
riculum of Intolerance’’, stated that despite 
2005 statements by the Saudi Foreign Min-
ister that their educational curricula have 
been reformed, this is ‘‘simply not the case’’. 
Contrarily, religious textbooks continue to 
advocate the destruction of any non- 
Wahhabi Muslim. Saudi Arabia has estab-
lished Wahhabism, an extreme form of Islam, 
as the official state doctrine, and about 
5,000,000 children are instructed each year in 
Islamic studies using Saudi Ministry of Edu-
cation textbooks. 

(7) A Fall 2007 United States Commission 
on International Religious Freedom report 
stated ‘‘Due to insufficient information pro-
vided by the Saudi government, the Commis-
sion could not verify that a formal mecha-
nism exists within the Saudi government to 
review thoroughly and revise educational 
texts and other materials sent outside of 
Saudi Arabia. It appears that the Saudi gov-
ernment has made little or no progress on ef-
forts to halt the exportation of extremist 
ideology outside the Kingdom.’’. 

(8) A September 2005 Government Account-
ability Office report stated that ‘‘Saudi Ara-
bia’s multibillion-dollar petroleum industry, 
although largely owned by the government, 
has fostered the creation of large private for-
tunes, enabling many wealthy Saudis to 
sponsor charities and educational founda-
tions whose operations extend to many coun-
tries. United States Government and other 
expert reports have linked some Saudi dona-
tions to the global propagation of religious 
intolerance, hatred of Western values, and 
support of terrorist activities’’. 

(9) A June 2004 press release on the website 
of the Saudi embassy, 
www.saudiembassy.net, discussed the cre-
ation of the Saudi National Commission for 
Relief and Charity Work Abroad, a non-
governmental body designed to ‘‘take over 
all aspects of private overseas aid operations 
and assume responsibility for the distribu-
tion of private charitable donations from 

Saudi Arabia’’ in order to ‘‘guard against 
money laundering and the financing of ter-
rorism’’. As of late 2007, this Commission had 
not been created. 

(10) In a February 2006 open Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence hearing on the 
‘‘World Wide Threat’’, former Director of Na-
tional Intelligence and current Deputy Sec-
retary of State John Negroponte, stated that 
‘‘there are private Saudi citizens who still 
engage in these kinds of donations [in which 
money is transferred back door to terror-
ists]’’. 

(11) A March 2005 report by the Congres-
sional Research Service stated that at least 
5 persons listed as beneficiaries of the Saudi 
Committee for the Support of the Al Quds 
Intifada were suspected suicide bombers. 

(12) During November 8, 2005 testimony on 
Saudi Arabia before the Subcommittee on 
Terrorism, Technology, and Homeland Secu-
rity of the Committee on the Judiciary of 
the Senate, Steve Emerson, terrorism expert 
and Executive Director of the Investigative 
Project on Terrorism, stated that despite re-
peated declarations by Saudi officials that 
there has been substantial reform in edu-
cation, progress against terrorism, and 
movement toward transparency, a review of 
other Saudi announcements shows that they 
have either specifically failed to follow 
through or cannot be proven to have fol-
lowed through on their pledges. He also 
noted that the Saudi government established 
the Saudi Committee for the Support of the 
Al Quds Intifada, which was proven to pro-
vide aid to Palestinian terrorist groups. Dur-
ing an Israeli raid on a Hamas institution, 
they discovered a spreadsheet from the 
aforementioned committee giving a detailed 
account about how they received $545,000 
from the committee to allocate to 102 fami-
lies of so-called martyrs. The spreadsheet in-
cluded the names of 8 suicide bombers. 

(13) A January 2007 Congressional Research 
Service Report on Saudi Arabia’s terrorist- 
financing activities indicated that although 
the records portion of the Committee for the 
Support of the Al Quds Intifada was deacti-
vated in March 2005, of the 1,300 listed bene-
ficiaries, over 60 matched or closely resem-
bled the names of known Palestinian mili-
tants who carried out attacks against Israel 
between October 2000 and March 2002. 

(14) The final report of the Presidentially- 
appointed Iraq Study Group stated that 
‘‘funding for the Sunni insurgency in Iraq 
comes from private donors in Saudi Arabia 
and other Gulf states’’. 

(15) A January 2005 report by the Center for 
Religious Freedom found that Saudi Arabia 
was creating and distributing, through its 
embassy in Washington, D.C., material pro-
moting hatred, intolerance, and violence at 
mosques and Islamic centers in the United 
States. 

(16) On December 14, 2005, R. James Wool-
sey, former Director of Central Intelligence 
wrote, ‘‘Over the long run, this movement 
[Wahhabism] is in many ways the most dan-
gerous of the ideological enemies we face.’’ 
Mr. Woolsey also explained that ‘‘al Qaeda 
and the Wahhabis share essentially the same 
underlying totalitarian theocratic ideology. 
It is this common Salafist ideology that the 
Wahhabis have been spreading widely—fi-
nanced by $3-4 billion/year from the Saudi 
government and wealthy individuals in the 
Middle East over the last quarter century— 
to the madrassas of Pakistan, the textbooks 
of Turkish children in Germany, and the 
mosques of Europe and the U.S.’’. 

(17) According to a May 2006 report by the 
Center for Religious Freedom, official Saudi 
religious textbooks continue to teach hatred 
of those who do not follow Wahhabi Muslim 
doctrine and encourage jihad against such 
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‘‘infidels’’ and ‘‘the Saudi public school reli-
gious curriculum continues to propagate an 
ideology of hate toward the unbeliever . . . 
[A] text instructs students that it is a reli-
gious obligation to do ‘battle’ against 
infidels in order to spread the faith’’. 

(18) In May 2006, the Congressional Re-
search Service reported that ‘‘Saudi Arabia 
has discussed increasing boycott efforts 
against Israel, despite their WTO [World 
Trade Organization] obligations’’. 
SEC. 3. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) it is imperative that the Government of 

Saudi Arabia immediately and uncondition-
ally— 

(A) permanently close all charities, 
schools, or other organizations or institu-
tions in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia that 
fund, train, incite, encourage, or in any 
other way aid and abet terrorism anywhere 
in the world (referred to in this Act as 
‘‘Saudi-based terror organizations’’), includ-
ing by means of providing support for the 
families of individuals who have committed 
acts of terrorism; 

(B) end funding or other support by the 
Government of Saudi Arabia for charities, 
schools, and any other organizations or in-
stitutions outside the Kingdom of Saudi Ara-
bia that train, incite, encourage, or in any 
other way aid and abet terrorism anywhere 
in the world (referred to in this Act as ‘‘off-
shore terror organizations’’), including by 
means of providing support for the families 
of individuals who have committed acts of 
terrorism; 

(C) block all funding from private Saudi 
citizens and entities to any Saudi-based ter-
ror organization or offshore terrorism orga-
nization; and 

(D) provide complete, unrestricted, and un-
obstructed cooperation to the United States, 
including the unsolicited sharing of relevant 
intelligence in a consistent and timely fash-
ion, in the investigation of groups and indi-
viduals that are suspected of financing, sup-
porting, plotting, or committing an act of 
terror against United States citizens any-
where in the world, including within the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia; and 

(2) the President, in determining whether 
to make the certification described in sec-
tion 4, should judge whether the Government 
of Saudi Arabia has continued and suffi-
ciently expanded its efforts to combat ter-
rorism since the May 12, 2003 bombing in Ri-
yadh. 
SEC. 4. PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION. 

The President shall certify to the appro-
priate congressional committees when the 
President determines that the Government 
of Saudi Arabia— 

(1) is fully cooperating with the United 
States in investigating and preventing ter-
rorist attacks; 

(2) has permanently closed all Saudi-based 
Wahhabbist organizations that fund Islamic 
extremism, internally and abroad; 

(3) has exercised maximum efforts to block 
all funding from private Saudi citizens, cor-
porations, and entities, to foreign Islamic ex-
tremist and terrorist movements; and 

(4) has stopped financing and dissemi-
nating materials, and other forms of support, 
that encourage the spread of radical 
Wahhabi ideology. 
SEC. 5. STATUS REPORT. 

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR REPORT.—Not later 
than 6 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and every 12 months there-
after until the President makes the certifi-
cation described in section 4, the Secretary 
of State shall submit a report to the appro-
priate congressional committees that de-
scribes the progress made by the Govern-
ment of Saudi Arabia toward meeting the 

conditions described in paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of section 4. 

(b) FORM.—The report submitted under 
subsection (a) shall be in unclassified form 
and may include a classified annex. 
SEC. 6. APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES DEFINED. 
In this Act, the term ‘‘appropriate congres-

sional committees’’ means the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate and the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House 
of Representatives. 

By Mr. REID (for Mrs. CLINTON): 
S. 2244. A bill to require the Sec-

retary of Health and Human Services 
to carry out demonstration projects 
and outreach programs for the identi-
fication and abatement of lead hazards, 
to establish the Joint Task Force on 
Lead-Based Hazards and the Task 
Force on Children’s Environmental 
Health and Safety, to strengthen the 
authority of the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce the Lead Elimination, 
Abatement and Poisoning Prevention 
Act of 2007, legislation that would help 
us address the threat of lead poisoning 
among children. 

We have made enormous strides in 
reducing exposure to lead since its use 
was phased out in gasoline and residen-
tial paint more than twenty years ago. 
From 1976 to 1994, we reduced the num-
ber of children from age 1 to 5 with ele-
vated blood lead levels from more than 
75 percent of the population to slightly 
over 4 percent of the population, ac-
cording to the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention, CDC. And many 
local governments have responded to 
existing lead hazards through intensive 
interventions. 

In my state, for example, Rochester 
is just one of the cities that have in-
creased their efforts to address ele-
vated blood lead levels among their 
residents. In 2002, Rochester estimated 
that nearly 25 percent of its children 
had blood lead levels that exceeded the 
CDC’s standard of 10 micrograms per 
deciliter. Rochester embarked on ef-
forts to engage in residential lead re-
mediation and abatement, particularly 
among the 80 percent of its housing 
stock identified as having lead-based 
paint. By 2005, according to the Monroe 
County Department of Health, out of 
more than 13,000 children screened, the 
number with elevated blood lead levels 
had dropped to less than 5 percent—a 
marked reduction from only three 
years before. Yet these levels are still 
high, and Rochester continues to work 
to reduce that level even further, con-
tinuing efforts to identify and address 
the sources of lead poisoning with a co-
alition of stakeholders. 

These are the types of interventions 
we should be supporting, because there 
are still far too many children in Roch-
ester and other places around our coun-
try who are at risk for lead poisoning. 
The CDC estimates that more than 
300,000 children have elevated blood 

lead levels. Many of these children are 
at risk due to existing lead-based paint 
in their homes. To address this con-
cern, I have introduced legislation—the 
Home-Based Lead Safety Tax Credit 
Act—which will help families and land-
lords remediate and abate lead-based 
hazards in residences. 

But as recent events have shown us, 
residential lead paint is not the only 
source of exposure to lead hazards. 
This past summer, families experienced 
wave after wave of recalls for products 
containing lead hazards—products that 
were all targeted for use by children, 
including toys, bibs, and notebooks. 
Hundreds of thousands of children have 
been needlessly exposed to lead-con-
taminated products, and I have written 
to both President Bush and the Acting 
Commissioner of the Consumer Prod-
uct Safety Commission to urge them to 
undertake the reforms necessary to 
strengthen this agency. 

Our Government’s Healthy People 
2010 Objectives includes the goal of 
eliminating elevated blood lead levels 
in children. The Environmental Protec-
tion Agency’s Strategic Plan for 2006– 
2011 also sets the goal of eliminating 
elevated blood lead levels in American 
children by 2010. But if we keep along 
our current path, we will not attain 
those goals. We must increase our com-
mitment at our federal agencies to ad-
dress this issue, provide our state and 
local governments with the tools to 
mobilize the multiple stakeholders in-
volved in lead abatement and poisoning 
prevention, and increase our efforts to 
educate families about ways to protect 
their children from lead exposure. 

We need to take a comprehensive ap-
proach to lead poisoning prevention, 
which is why I am introducing the 
LEAPP Act today. This legislation will 
do the following: 

In far too many cases, a single dwell-
ing accounts for multiple childhood 
lead poisonings. This bill would estab-
lish a pilot project to increase collabo-
ration between state and local health 
departments, housing agencies, and en-
vironmental departments to identify 
these ‘‘repeat offender’’ houses, take 
steps to remediate or remove the exist-
ing lead hazards and treat children who 
have been exposed. This program would 
be authorized at $5 million annually 
from fiscal years 2008 to 2012. 

Currently, the federal government 
has multiple programs designed to ad-
dressing lead-based hazards and in-
crease lead poisoning prevention. The 
LEAPP Act would consolidate these 
task forces to improve coordination 
among all agencies, as well as state, 
local and community stakeholders, and 
have them develop a strategic plan to 
maximize resources for Federal Gov-
ernment resources. 

The President’s Task Force on Envi-
ronmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks to Children was established in 
1997 to help coordinate the overall en-
vironmental health work in the Execu-
tive Branch. The LEAPP Act would 
codify the Task Force to facilitate 
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high-level federal coordination for ini-
tiatives that improve children’s envi-
ronmental health, including lead poi-
soning prevention and abatement. 

While exposure to lead paint remains 
a primary hazard, other sources for 
lead poisoning are imported products 
with high levels of lead and traditional 
medications that contain lead. The 
LEAAP Act would authorize the Office 
of Minority Health and the Office of 
Refugee Resettlement to engage in 
community-based partnerships to in-
crease culturally appropriate edu-
cation and outreach campaigns to re-
duce lead hazard exposure. 

Since lead accumulates in bones, 
many pregnant women may unknow-
ingly have elevated blood lead levels, 
which may be passed to their children 
or cause toxic effects on their own or-
gans. Through identifying and screen-
ing women during pregnancy, we can 
work to improve the health of the 
mother, her child, and the overall fam-
ily. The LEAPP Act would establish 
pilot projects to incorporate risk as-
sessment, screening and treatment as 
part of prenatal care for Medicaid pop-
ulations. This program would be au-
thorized at $5 million annually for each 
of fiscal years 2008 through 2012. 

Current law does not require land-
lords and homeowners to conduct lead- 
based paint inspections before they can 
lease or sell their homes. This legisla-
tion not only requires landlords to con-
duct these inspections, but also 
produce documentation of these inspec-
tions and remediate any lead-based 
paint hazards found as a result of these 
inspections before leasing or selling 
homes. 

Far too many children are exposed to 
lead-based paint in their homes only to 
return to the same home after being di-
agnosed as having contracted lead poi-
soning. Under this bill, if the primary 
residence of a child who is less than 6 
years of age is in a unit of public or 
private housing, and such child is diag-
nosed by a certified medical practi-
tioner as having contracted lead poi-
soning, the public housing authority or 
landlord for such residence shall imme-
diately temporarily relocate the af-
fected family, conduct an inspection 
and risk assessment for lead, and com-
pletely abate the unit in which such 
child resided. 

Current law and regulation that aim 
to reduce lead-based poisoning in 
homes do not cover all housing units. If 
we are to reach our goal of eliminating 
lead poisoning by 2010, we must extend 
the reach of current law and regula-
tions to cover all housing units. This 
bill will extend that coverage to zero 
bedroom housing, housing for the el-
derly and persons with disabilities. 
Doing so will provide protections for 
children without regard for the type of 
dwelling in which they reside. 

The Low Income Housing Tax Credit 
is the federal government’s largest 
housing rehabilitation program. De-
spite this fact, the LIHTC does not 
have a single lead-based hazard control 

requirement. This legislation sets aside 
5 percent of the LIHTC funding for 
lead-based hazard control measures. 

Although weatherization measures 
can improve energy efficiency and save 
homeowners on energy cost, these 
measures can also create lead hazards 
in homes. To protect our children from 
these hazards, this legislation requires 
weatherization programs to do lead 
hazard controls as part of their weath-
erization work. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to continue our efforts to 
protect children against lead poi-
soning. 

By Mr. DURBIN: 
S. 2245. A bill to establish a comis-

sion to ensure food safety in the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2245 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Food Safety 
Authority Modernization Act’’. 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL BIPARTISAN FOOD 

SAFETY COMMISSION. 
(a) COMMISSION.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—There is established a 

commission to be known as the ‘‘Congres-
sional Bipartisan Food Safety Commission’’ 
(referred to in this Act as the ‘‘Commis-
sion’’). 

(B) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the Commis-
sion shall be to act in a bipartisan, con-
sensus-driven fashion— 

(i) to review the food safety system of the 
United States; 

(ii) to prepare a report that— 
(I) summarizes information about the food 

safety system as in effect as of the date of 
enactment of this Act; and 

(II) makes recommendations on ways— 
(aa) to modernize the food safety system of 

the United States; 
(bb) to harmonize and update food safety 

statutes; 
(cc) to improve Federal, State, local, and 

interagency coordination of food safety per-
sonnel, activities, budgets, and leadership; 

(dd) to best allocate scarce resources ac-
cording to risk; 

(ee) to ensure that regulations, directives, 
guidance, and other standards and require-
ments are based on best-available science 
and technology; 

(ff) to emphasize preventative rather than 
reactive strategies; and 

(gg) to provide to Federal agencies funding 
mechanisms necessary to effectively carry 
out food safety responsibilities; and 

(iii) to draft specific statutory language, 
including detailed summaries of the lan-
guage and budget recommendations, that 
would implement the recommendations of 
the Commission. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(A) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall 

be composed of 19 members. 
(B) ELIGIBILITY.—Members of the Commis-

sion shall— 

(i) have specialized training, education, or 
significant experience in at least 1 of the 
areas of— 

(I) food safety research; 
(II) food safety law and policy; and 
(III) program design and implementation; 
(ii) consist of— 
(I) the Secretary of Agriculture (or a des-

ignee); 
(II) the Secretary of Health and Human 

Services (or a designee); 
(III) 1 Member of the House of Representa-

tives; and 
(IV) 1 Member of the Senate; and 
(V) 15 additional members that include, to 

the maximum extent practicable, represent-
atives of— 

(aa) consumer organizations; 
(bb) agricultural and livestock production; 
(cc) public health professionals; 
(dd) State regulators; 
(ee) Federal employees; and 
(ff) the livestock and food manufacturing 

and processing industry. 
(C) APPOINTMENTS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The appointment of the 

members of the Commission shall be made 
not later than 60 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

(ii) CERTAIN APPOINTMENTS.—Of the mem-
bers of the Commission described in subpara-
graph (B)(ii)(V)— 

(I) 2 shall be appointed by the President; 
(II) 7 shall be appointed by a working 

group consisting of— 
(aa) the Chairman of each of the Com-

mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry and the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate; 

(bb) the Chairman of each of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep-
resentatives; 

(cc) the Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives; and 

(dd) the Majority Leader of the Senate; and 
(III) 6 shall be appointed by a working 

group consisting of— 
(aa) the Ranking Member of each of the 

Committees described in items (aa) and (bb) 
of subclause (II); 

(bb) the Minority Leader of the House of 
Representatives; and 

(cc) the Minority Leader of the Senate. 
(D) TERM.—A member of the Commission 

shall be appointed for the life of the Commis-
sion. 

(E) VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the Commis-
sion— 

(i) shall not affect the powers of the Com-
mission; and 

(ii) shall be filled in the same manner as 
the original appointment was made. 

(3) MEETINGS.— 
(A) INITIAL MEETING.—Except as provided 

in subparagraph (B), the initial meeting of 
the Commission shall be conducted in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, not later than 
30 days after the date of appointment of the 
final member of the Commission under para-
graph (2)(C). 

(B) MEETING FOR PARTIAL APPOINTMENT.— 
If, as of the date that is 90 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, all members 
of the Commission have not been appointed 
under paragraph (2)(C), but at least 8 mem-
bers have been appointed, the Commission 
may hold the initial meeting of the Commis-
sion. 

(C) OTHER MEETINGS.—The Commission 
shall— 

(i) hold a series of at least 5 stakeholder 
meetings to solicit public comment, includ-
ing— 

(I) at least 1 stakeholder meeting, to be 
held in Washington, District of Columbia; 
and 
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(II) at least 4 stakeholder meetings, to be 

held in various regions of the United States; 
and 

(ii) meet at the call of— 
(I) the Chairperson; 
(II) the Vice-Chairperson; or 
(III) a majority of the members of the 

Commission. 
(D) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION; INFORMATION.— 

To the maximum extent practicable— 
(i) each meeting of the Commission shall 

be open to the public; and 
(ii) all information from a meeting of the 

Commission shall be recorded and made 
available to the public. 

(E) QUORUM.—With respect to meetings of 
the Commission— 

(i) a majority of the members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum for the 
conduct of business of the Commission; but 

(ii) for the purpose of a stakeholder meet-
ing described in subparagraph (C)(i), 4 or 
more members of the Commission shall con-
stitute a quorum. 

(F) FACILITATOR.—The Commission shall 
contract with a nonpolitical, disinterested 
third-party entity to serve as a meeting 
facilitator. 

(4) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE-CHAIRPERSON.— 
At the initial meeting of the Commission, 
the members of the Commission shall select 
from among the members a Chairperson and 
Vice-Chairperson of the Commission. 

(b) DUTIES.— 
(1) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Commission 

shall review and consider the statutes, stud-
ies, and reports described in paragraph (2) for 
the purpose of understanding the food safety 
system of the United States in existence as 
of the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) STATUTES, STUDIES, AND REPORTS.—The 
statutes, studies, and reports referred to in 
paragraph (1) are— 

(A) with respect with respect to laws ad-
ministered by the Secretary of Agriculture— 

(i) the Federal Seed Act (7 U.S.C. 1551 et 
seq.); 

(ii) the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 
(7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.); 

(iii) the Animal Health Protection Act (7 
U.S.C. 8301 et seq.); 

(iv) the Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (16 
U.S.C. 3371 et seq.); 

(v) the Poultry Products Inspection Act (21 
U.S.C. 451 et seq.); 

(vi) the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.); and 

(vii) the Egg Products Inspection Act (21 
U.S.C. 1031 et seq.); 

(B) with respect to laws administered by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Federal 
Alcohol Administration Act (27 U.S.C. 201 et 
seq.); 

(C) with respect to laws administered by 
the Federal Trade Commission, the Act of 
September 26, 1914 (15 U.S.C. 41 et seq.); 

(D) with respect to laws administered by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices— 

(i) chapters I through IV of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 
et seq.); 

(ii) the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 201 et seq.); 

(iii) the Import Milk Act (21 U.S.C. 141 et 
seq.); 

(iv) the Food Additives Amendment of 1958 
(Public Law 85–929; 52 Stat. 1041); 

(v) the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act 
(Public Law 89–755; 80 Stat. 1296); 

(vi) the Infant Formula Act of 1980 (21 
U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 96–359); 

(vii) the Pesticide Monitoring Improve-
ments Act of 1988 (Public Law 100–418; 102 
Stat. 1411); 

(viii) the Nutrition Labeling and Education 
Act of 1990 (21 U.S.C. 301 note; Public Law 
101–535); 

(ix) the Food and Drug Administration 
Modernization Act of 1997 (21 U.S.C. 301 note; 
Public Law 105–115); and 

(x) the Public Health Security and Bioter-
rorism Preparedness and Response Act of 
2002 (21 U.S.C. 201 note; Public Law 107–188); 

(E) with respect to laws administered by 
the Attorney General, the Federal Anti- 
Tampering Act (18 U.S.C. 1365 note; Public 
Law 98–127); 

(F) with respect to laws administered by 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency— 

(i) the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.); 

(ii) the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996 
(7 U.S.C. 136 note; Public Law 104–170); 

(iii) the Toxic Substances Control Act (15 
U.S.C. 2601 et seq.); and 

(iv) the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 201 note; Public Law 93–523); and 

(G) with respect to laws administered by 
the Secretary of Transportation, chapter 57 
of subtitle II of title 49, United States Code 
(relating to sanitary food transportation); 
and 

(H) with respect to Government studies on 
food safety— 

(i) the report of the National Academies of 
Science entitled ‘‘Ensuring Safe Food from 
Production to Consumption’’ and dated 1998; 

(ii) the report of the National Academies of 
Science entitled ‘‘Scientific Criteria to En-
sure Safe Food’’ and dated 2003; 

(iii) reports of the Office of the Inspector 
General of the Department of Agriculture, 
including— 

(I) report 24601–0008–CH, entitled ‘‘Egg 
Products Processing Inspection’’ and dated 
September 18, 2007; 

(II) report 24005–1–AT, entitled ‘‘Food Safe-
ty and Inspection Service—State Meat and 
Poultry Inspection Programs’’ and dated 
September 27, 2006; 

(III) report 24601–06–CH, entitled ‘‘Food 
Safety and Inspection Service’s In-Plant Per-
formance System’’ and dated March 28, 2006; 

(IV) report 24601–05–AT, entitled ‘‘Hazard 
Analysis and Critical Control Point Imple-
mentation at Very Small Plants’’ and dated 
June 24, 2005; 

(V) report 24601–04–HY, entitled ‘‘Food 
Safety and Inspection Service Oversight of 
the 2004 Recall by Quaker Maid Meats, Inc.’’ 
and dated May 18, 2005; 

(VI) report 24501–01–FM, entitled ‘‘Food 
Safety and Inspection Service Application 
Controls—Performance Based Inspection 
System’’ and dated November 24, 2004; 

(VII) report 24601–03–CH, entitled ‘‘Food 
Safety and Inspection Service Use of Food 
Safety Information’’ and dated September 30, 
2004; 

(VIII) report 24601–03–HY, entitled ‘‘Food 
Safety and Inspection Service Effectiveness 
Checks for the 2002 Pilgrim’s Pride Recall’’ 
and dated June 29, 2004; 

(IX) report 24601–02–HY, entitled ‘‘Food 
Safety and Inspection Service Oversight of 
the Listeria Outbreak in the Northeastern 
United States’’ and dated June 9, 2004; 

(X) report 24099–05–HY, entitled ‘‘Food 
Safety and Inspection Service Imported 
Meat and Poultry Equivalence Determina-
tions Phase III’’ and dated December 29, 2003; 

(XI) report 24601–2–KC, entitled ‘‘Food 
Safety and Inspection Service—Oversight of 
Production Process and Recall at Conagra 
Plant (Establishment 969)’’ and dated Sep-
tember 30, 2003; 

(XII) report 24601–1–Ch, entitled ‘‘Labora-
tory Testing Of Meat And Poultry Products’’ 
and dated June 21, 2000; 

(XIII) report 24001–3–At, 24601–1–Ch, 24099–3– 
Hy, 24601–4–At, entitled ‘‘Food Safety and In-
spection Service: HACCP Implementation, 
Pathogen Testing Program, Foreign Country 

Equivalency, Compliance Activities’’ and 
dated June 21, 2000; and 

(XIV) report 24001–3–At, entitled ‘‘Imple-
mentation of the Hazard Analysis and Crit-
ical Control Point System’’ and dated June 
21, 2000; and 

(I) with respect to reports prepared by the 
Government Accountability Office, the re-
ports designated— 

(i) GAO–05–212; 
(ii) GAO–02–47T; 
(iii) GAO/T–RCED–94–223; 
(iv) GAO/RCED–99–80; 
(v) GAO/T–RCED–98–191; 
(vi) GAO/RCED–98–103; 
(vii) GAO–07–785T; 
(viii) GAO–05–51; 
(ix) GAO/T–RCED–94–311; 
(x) GAO/RCED–92–152; 
(xi) GAO/T–RCED–99–232; 
(xii) GAO/T–RCED–98–271; 
(xiii) GAO–07–449T; 
(xiv) GAO–05–213; 
(xv) GAO–04–588T; 
(xvi) GAO/RCED–00–255; 
(xvii) GAO/RCED–00–195; and 
(xviii) GAO/T–RCED–99–256. 
(3) REPORT.—Not later than 360 days after 

the date on which the Commission first 
meets, the Commission shall submit to the 
President and Congress a report that in-
cludes the report and summaries, statutory 
language recommendations, and budget rec-
ommendations described in clauses (ii) and 
(iii) of subsection (a)(1)(B). 

(c) POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.— 
(1) HEARINGS.—The Commission or, at the 

direction of the Commission, any member of 
the Commission, may, for the purpose of car-
rying out this section— 

(A) hold such hearings, meet and act at 
such times and places, take such testimony, 
receive such evidence, and administer such 
oaths; and 

(B) require, by subpoena or otherwise, the 
attendance and testimony of such witnesses 
and the production of such books, records, 
correspondence, memoranda, papers, docu-
ments, tapes, and materials; 
as the Commission or member considers ad-
visable. 

(2) ISSUANCE AND ENFORCEMENT OF SUB-
POENAS.— 

(A) ISSUANCE.—A subpoena issued under 
paragraph (1)(B) shall— 

(i) bear the signature of the Chairperson of 
the Commission; and 

(ii) be served by any person or class of per-
sons designated by the Chairperson for that 
purpose. 

(B) ENFORCEMENT.—In the case of contu-
macy or failure to obey a subpoena issued 
under paragraph (1)(B), the United States 
district court for the district in which the 
subpoenaed person resides, is served, or may 
be found may issue an order requiring the 
person to appear at any designated place to 
testify or to produce documentary or other 
evidence. 

(C) NONCOMPLIANCE.—Any failure to obey 
the order of the court may be punished by 
the court as a contempt of court. 

(D) WITNESS ALLOWANCES AND FEES.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Section 1821 of title 28, 

United States Code, shall apply to a witness 
requested or subpoenaed to appear at a hear-
ing of the Commission. 

(ii) EXPENSES.—The per diem and mileage 
allowances for a witness shall be paid from 
funds available to pay the expenses of the 
Commission. 

(3) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may se-

cure directly, from any Federal agency, such 
information as the Commission considers 
necessary to carry out this section. 

(B) PROVISION OF INFORMATION.— 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13459 October 25, 2007 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(C), on the request of the Commission, the 
head of a Federal agency described in sub-
paragraph (A) shall expeditiously furnish in-
formation requested by the Commission to 
the Commission. 

(ii) ADMINISTRATION.—The furnishing of in-
formation by a Federal agency to the Com-
mission shall not be considered a waiver of 
any exemption available to the agency under 
section 552 of title 5, United States Code. 

(C) INFORMATION TO BE KEPT CONFIDEN-
TIAL.—For purposes of section 1905 of title 18, 
United States Code— 

(i) the Commission shall be considered an 
agency of the Federal Government; and 

(ii) any individual employed by an indi-
vidual, entity, or organization that is a 
party to a contract with the Commission 
under this section shall be considered an em-
ployee of the Commission. 

(d) COMMISSION PERSONNEL MATTERS.— 
(1) MEMBERS.— 
(A) NON-FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—A member 

of the Commission who is not an officer or 
employee of the Federal Government shall 
be compensated at a rate equal to the daily 
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay 
prescribed for level IV of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United 
States Code, for each day (including travel 
time) during which the member is engaged in 
the performance of the duties of the Com-
mission. 

(B) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.—A member of the 
Commission who is an officer or employee of 
the Federal Government shall serve without 
compensation in addition to the compensa-
tion received for the services of the member 
as an officer or employee of the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

(C) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—A member of the 
Commission shall be allowed travel expenses, 
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, at 
rates authorized for an employee of an agen-
cy under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, while away from the 
home or regular place of business of the 
member in the performance of the duties of 
the Commission. 

(2) STAFF.— 
(A) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—Not later than 30 

days after the Chairperson and Vice-Chair-
person of the Commission are selected under 
subsection (a)(4), the Chairperson and Vice- 
Chairperson shall jointly select an individual 
to serve as executive director of the Commis-
sion. 

(B) ADDITIONAL STAFF.—The Chairperson of 
the Commission may, without regard to the 
civil service laws (including regulations), ap-
point and terminate the appointment of such 
other additional personnel as are necessary 
to enable the Commission to perform the du-
ties of the Commission. 

(C) CONFIRMATION OF EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR.—The employment of an executive direc-
tor under this paragraph shall be subject to 
confirmation by the Commission. 

(D) COMPENSATION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clause (ii), the Chairperson of the Commis-
sion may fix the compensation of the execu-
tive director and other personnel without re-
gard to the provisions of chapter 51 and sub-
chapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, United 
States Code, relating to classification of po-
sitions and General Schedule pay rates. 

(ii) MAXIMUM RATE OF PAY.—The rate of 
pay for the executive director and other per-
sonnel shall not exceed the rate payable for 
level II of the Executive Schedule under sec-
tion 5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

(3) DETAIL OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EM-
PLOYEES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—An employee of the Fed-
eral Government may be detailed to the 

Commission, without reimbursement, for 
such period of time as is permitted by law. 

(B) CIVIL SERVICE STATUS.—The detail of 
the employee shall be without interruption 
or loss of civil service status or privilege. 

(4) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND INTER-
MITTENT SERVICES.—The Chairperson, Vice- 
Chairperson, and executive director of the 
Commission may procure temporary and 
intermittent services in accordance with sec-
tion 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, at 
rates for individuals that do not exceed the 
daily equivalent of the annual rate of basic 
pay prescribed for level IV of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5316 of that title. 

(e) FUNDING AND SUPPORT SERVICES.—For 
each fiscal year, the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall provide to fund the 
Commission and carry out this section— 

(1) from funds made available to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture under section 32 of the 
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) and 
amounts made available for the Office of the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
from appropriations Acts, such equal 
amounts as are necessary to fund the Com-
mission and otherwise carry out this section; 
and 

(2) such equal contributions of support 
services as are necessary to assist the Com-
mission in carrying out the duties of the 
Commission under this section. 

(f) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall 
terminate on the date that is 60 days after 
the date on which the Commission submits 
the report under subsection (b)(2). 
SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY RELATING 

TO FOOD AND FOOD SAFETY. 
(a) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The budg-

et authority to implement the provisions of 
law described in subsection (b) relating to 
food and food safety shall terminate on the 
date that is 2 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF LAW.—The provisions of 
law referred to in subsection (a) are— 

(1) the Poultry Products Inspection Act (21 
U.S.C. 451 et seq.); 

(2) the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.); 

(3) the Egg Products Inspection Act (21 
U.S.C. 1031 et seq.); and 

(4) chapters I through IV of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 
et seq.). 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 356—AFFIRM-
ING THAT ANY OFFENSIVE MILI-
TARY ACTION TAKEN AGAINST 
IRAN MUST BE EXPLICITLY AP-
PROVED BY CONGRESS BEFORE 
SUCH ACTION MAY BE INITIATED 
Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr. 

SANDERS) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 356 
Whereas Article I, Section 8, of the Con-

stitution of the United States vests in Con-
gress all power to declare war: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That any offensive military ac-
tion taken by the United States against Iran 
must be explicitly approved by Congress be-
fore such action may be initiated. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 3455. Mr. ALLARD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 

to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize Amtrak, and 
for other purposes. 

SA 3456. Mr. SUNUNU proposed an amend-
ment to the bill S. 294, supra. 

SA 3457. Mrs. MURRAY proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 294, supra. 

SA 3458. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 294, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 3459. Mrs. MURRAY proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 294, supra. 

SA 3460. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, supra. 

SA 3461. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, supra. 

SA 3462. Mr. DURBIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 3463. Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. 
WARNER, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. WEBB) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 294, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 3464. Mr. BOND submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 3465. Mr. TESTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 3466. Mr. REID (for Mr. SUNUNU (for 
himself, Mr. CARPER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mrs. HUTCHISON, and Mr. 
BROWNBACK)) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 3678, to amend the Internet Tax 
Freedom Act to extend the moratorium on 
certain taxes relating to the Internet and to 
electronic commerce. 

SA 3467. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, to reauthorize Amtrak, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 3468. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 3469. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 3470. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 3455. Mr. ALLARD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows: 

Strike subsection (a) of section 219. 

SA 3456. Mr. SUNUNU proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 294, to reau-
thorize Amtrak, and for other pur-
poses; as follows: 

On page 35, strike line 1 and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘(A)’’ on line 4 and insert the 
following: 

‘‘(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—Pursuant to any 
rules or regulations promulgated under sub-
section (a) 

On page 35, strike lines 11 through 16. 

SA 3457. Mrs. MURRAY proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 294, to reau-
thorize Amtrak, and for other pur-
poses; as follows: 
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On page 189, after line 25, add the fol-

lowing: 
TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 

SEC. 501. STRATEGIC PLAN ON EXPANDED 
CROSS-BORDER PASSENGER RAIL 
SERVICE DURING THE 2010 OLYMPIC 
GAMES. 

Not later than 120 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, Amtrak shall, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, the Washington State Department 
of Transportation, and the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe Railway— 

(1) develop a strategic plan to facilitate ex-
panded passenger rail service across the 
international border between the United 
States and Canada during the 2010 Olympic 
Games on the Amtrak passenger rail route 
between Vancouver, British Columbia, Can-
ada, and Eugene, Oregon (commonly known 
as ‘‘Amtrak Cascades’’); 

(2) develop recommendations for the De-
partment of Homeland Security to process 
efficiently rail passengers traveling on Am-
trak Cascades across such international bor-
der during the 2010 Olympic Games; and 

(3) submit to Congress a report containing 
the strategic plan described in paragraph (1) 
and the recommendations described in para-
graph (2). 

SA 3458. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 189, after line 25, add the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 501. COMPREHENSIVE PRECLEARANCE IN-

SPECTIONS FOR RAIL PASSENGERS 
TRAVELING INTO THE UNITED 
STATES ON THE AMTRAK CASCADES 
ROUTE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 
31, 2009, the Secretary of Homeland Security 
shall provide comprehensive preclearance in-
spections, including customs inspections, at 
the Pacific Central Station in Vancouver, 
British Columbia, Canada, for passengers 
traveling into the United States on the Am-
trak passenger rail route that travels be-
tween Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, 
and Eugene, Oregon (commonly known as 
‘‘Amtrak Cascades’’). 

(b) PROGRESS REPORTS.—Not later than 180 
days and 1 year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Homeland 
Security shall submit to Congress a report 
describing the progress of the Department of 
Homeland Security toward providing the 
comprehensive preclearance inspections de-
scribed in subsection (a). 

SA 3459. Mrs. MURRAY proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 294, to reau-
thorize Amtrak, and for other pur-
poses; as follows: 

On page 33, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 210A. REPORT ON SERVICE DELAYS ON CER-

TAIN PASSENGER RAIL ROUTES. 
Not later than 120 days after the date of 

the enactment of this Act, the Inspector 
General of the Department of Transportation 
shall submit to Congress a report that— 

(1) describes service delays and the sources 
of such delays on— 

(A) the Amtrak passenger rail route be-
tween Seattle, Washington, and Los Angeles, 
California (commonly known as the ‘‘Coast 
Starlight’’); and 

(B) the Amtrak passenger rail route be-
tween Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, 
and Eugene, Oregon (commonly known as 
‘‘Amtrak Cascades’’); and 

(2) contains recommendations for improv-
ing the on-time performance of such routes. 

SA 3460. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows: 

On page 63, line 9, insert ‘‘, infrastructure,’’ 
after ‘‘facilities’’. 

SA 3461. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 306. PASSENGER RAIL SYSTEM COMPARISON 

STUDY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall complete a study that compares the 
passenger rail system in the United States 
with the passenger rail systems in Canada, 
Germany, Great Britain, and Japan. 

(b) ISSUES TO BE STUDIED.—The study con-
ducted under subsection (a) shall include a 
country-by-country comparison of— 

(1) the development of high speed rail; 
(2) passenger rail operating costs; 
(3) the amount and payment source of rail 

line construction and maintenance costs; 
(4) the amount and payment source of sta-

tion construction and maintenance costs; 
(5) passenger rail debt service costs; 
(6) passenger rail labor agreements and as-

sociated costs; 
(7) the net profit realized by the major pas-

senger rail service providers in each of the 4 
most recent quarters; 

(8) the percentage of the passenger rail sys-
tem’s costs that are paid from general gov-
ernment revenues; and 

(9) the method used by the government to 
provide the subsidies described in paragraph 
(8). 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the completion of the study under subsection 
(a), the Comptroller General shall submit a 
report containing the findings of such study 
to— 

(1) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives. 

SA 3462. Mr. DURBIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. AFFIRMATION THAT ANY OFFENSIVE 

MILITARY ACTION TAKEN AGAINST 
IRAN SHALL BE EXPLICITLY AP-
PROVED BY CONGRESS BEFORE 
SUCH ACTION MAY BE INITIATED. 

The Senate hereby affirms that— 
(1) Article I, Section 8, of the Constitution 

of the United States vests in Congress all 
power to declare war; and 

(2) any offensive military action taken by 
the United States against Iran must be ex-
plicitly approved by Congress before such ac-
tion may be initiated. 

SA 3463. Mr. CARDIN (for himself, 
Mr. WARNER, Ms. MIKULSKI and Mr. 
WEBB) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 294, to reauthorize Amtrak, and 

for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
TITLE V—NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPOR-

TATION AMENDMENTS ACT OF 2007 
SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the ‘‘National Capital Transportation 
Amendments Act of 2007’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds as follows: 
(1) Metro, the public transit system of the 

Washington metropolitan area, is essential 
for the continued and effective performance 
of the functions of the Federal Government, 
and for the orderly movement of people dur-
ing major events and times of regional or na-
tional emergency. 

(2) On 3 occasions, Congress has authorized 
appropriations for the construction and cap-
ital improvement needs of the Metrorail sys-
tem. 

(3) Additional funding is required to pro-
tect these previous Federal investments and 
ensure the continued functionality and via-
bility of the original 103-mile Metrorail sys-
tem. 
SEC. 502. FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION FOR CAPITAL 

PROJECTS FOR WASHINGTON MET-
ROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT SYSTEM. 

The National Capital Transportation Act 
of 1969 (sec. 9–1111.01 et seq., D.C. Official 
Code) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 
‘‘AUTHORIZATION OF ADDITIONAL FEDERAL CON-

TRIBUTION FOR CAPITAL AND PREVENTIVE 
MAINTENANCE PROJECTS 
‘‘SEC. 18. (a) AUTHORIZATION.—Subject to 

the succeeding provisions of this section, the 
Secretary of Transportation is authorized to 
make grants to the Transit Authority, in ad-
dition to the contributions authorized under 
sections 3, 14, and 17, for the purpose of fi-
nancing in part the capital and preventive 
maintenance projects included in the Capital 
Improvement Program approved by the 
Board of Directors of the Transit Authority. 

‘‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—The Federal grants 
made pursuant to the authorization under 
this section shall be subject to the following 
limitations and conditions: 

‘‘(1) The work for which such Federal 
grants are authorized shall be subject to the 
provisions of the Compact (consistent with 
the amendments to the Compact described in 
subsection (d)). 

‘‘(2) Each such Federal grant shall be for 50 
percent of the net project cost of the project 
involved, and shall be provided in cash from 
sources other than Federal funds or revenues 
from the operation of public mass transpor-
tation systems. Consistent with the terms of 
the amendment to the Compact described in 
subsection (d)(1), any funds so provided shall 
be solely from undistributed cash surpluses, 
replacement or depreciation funds or re-
serves available in cash, or new capital. 

‘‘(c) APPLICABILITY OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 
MASS TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL PROJECTS 
RECEIVING FUNDS UNDER FEDERAL TRANSPOR-
TATION LAW.—Except as specifically provided 
in this section, the use of any amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to the authorization 
under this section shall be subject to the re-
quirements applicable to capital projects for 
which funds are provided under chapter 53 of 
title 49, United States Code, except to the ex-
tent that the Secretary of Transportation 
determines that the requirements are incon-
sistent with the purposes of this section. 

‘‘(d) AMENDMENTS TO COMPACT.—No 
amounts may be provided to the Transit Au-
thority pursuant to the authorization under 
this section until the Transit Authority no-
tifies the Secretary of Transportation that 
each of the following amendments to the 
Compact (and any further amendments 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13461 October 25, 2007 
which may be required to implement such 
amendments) have taken effect: 

‘‘(1)(A) An amendment requiring that all 
payments by the local signatory govern-
ments for the Transit Authority for the pur-
pose of matching any Federal funds appro-
priated in any given year authorized under 
subsection (a) for the cost of operating and 
maintaining the adopted regional system are 
made from amounts derived from dedicated 
funding sources. 

‘‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘dedicated funding source’ means any 
source of funding which is earmarked or re-
quired under State or local law to be used to 
match Federal appropriations authorized 
under this Act for payments to the Transit 
Authority. 

‘‘(2) An amendment establishing the Office 
of the Inspector General of the Transit Au-
thority in accordance with section 3 of the 
National Capital Transportation Amend-
ments Act of 2007. 

‘‘(3) An amendment expanding the Board of 
Directors of the Transit Authority to include 
4 additional Directors appointed by the Ad-
ministrator of General Services, of whom 2 
shall be nonvoting and 2 shall be voting, and 
requiring one of the voting members so ap-
pointed to be a regular passenger and cus-
tomer of the bus or rail service of the Tran-
sit Authority. 

‘‘(e) AMOUNT.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary of Transpor-
tation for grants under this section an aggre-
gate amount not to exceed $1,500,000,000 to be 
available in increments over 10 fiscal years 
beginning in fiscal year 2009, or until ex-
pended. 

‘‘(f) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization under this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) shall remain available until expended; 
and 

‘‘(2) shall be in addition to, and not in lieu 
of, amounts available to the Transit Author-
ity under chapter 53 of title 49, United States 
Code, or any other provision of law. 

‘‘(g) ACCESS TO WIRELESS SERVICES IN MET-
RORAIL SYSTEM.— 

‘‘(1) REQUIRING TRANSIT AUTHORITY TO PRO-
VIDE ACCESS TO SERVICE.—No amounts may 
be provided to the Transit Authority pursu-
ant to the authorization under this section 
unless the Transit Authority ensures that 
customers of the rail service of the Transit 
Authority have access within the rail system 
to services provided by any licensed wireless 
provider that notifies the Transit Authority 
(in accordance with such procedures as the 
Transit Authority may adopt) of its intent 
to offer service to the public, in accordance 
with the following timetable: 

‘‘(A) Not later than 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of the National Capital 
Transportation Amendments Act of 2007, in 
the 20 underground rail station platforms 
with the highest volume of passenger traffic. 

‘‘(B) Not later than 4 years after such date, 
throughout the rail system. 

‘‘(2) ACCESS OF WIRELESS PROVIDERS TO SYS-
TEM FOR UPGRADES AND MAINTENANCE.—No 
amounts may be provided to the Transit Au-
thority pursuant to the authorization under 
this section unless the Transit Authority en-
sures that each licensed wireless provider 
who provides service to the public within the 
rail system pursuant to paragraph (1) has ac-
cess to the system on an ongoing basis (sub-
ject to such restrictions as the Transit Au-
thority may impose to ensure that such ac-
cess will not unduly impact rail operations 
or threaten the safety of customers or em-
ployees of the rail system) to carry out 
emergency repairs, routine maintenance, and 
upgrades to the service. 

‘‘(3) PERMITTING REASONABLE AND CUS-
TOMARY CHARGES.—Nothing in this sub-

section may be construed to prohibit the 
Transit Authority from requiring a licensed 
wireless provider to pay reasonable and cus-
tomary charges for access granted under this 
subsection. 

‘‘(4) REPORTS.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of the National 
Capital Transportation Amendments Act of 
2007, and each of the 3 years thereafter, the 
Transit Authority shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform 
of the House of Representatives a report on 
the implementation of this subsection. 

‘‘(5) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘licensed wireless provider’ means any 
provider of wireless services who is operating 
pursuant to a Federal license to offer such 
services to the public for profit.’’. 
SEC. 503. WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA 

TRANSIT AUTHORITY INSPECTOR 
GENERAL. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Washington Metro-

politan Area Transit Authority (hereafter re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Transit Authority’’) shall 
establish in the Transit Authority the Office 
of the Inspector General (hereafter in this 
section referred to as the ‘‘Office’’), headed 
by the Inspector General of the Transit Au-
thority (hereafter in this section referred to 
as the ‘‘Inspector General’’). 

(2) DEFINITION.—In paragraph (1), the 
‘‘Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Au-
thority’’ means the Authority established 
under Article III of the Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority Compact 
(Public Law 89–774). 

(b) INSPECTOR GENERAL.— 
(1) APPOINTMENT.—The Inspector General 

shall be appointed by the vote of a majority 
of the Board of Directors of the Transit Au-
thority, and shall be appointed without re-
gard to political affiliation and solely on the 
basis of integrity and demonstrated ability 
in accounting, auditing, financial analysis, 
law, management analysis, public adminis-
tration, or investigations, as well as famili-
arity or experience with the operation of 
transit systems. 

(2) TERM OF SERVICE.—The Inspector Gen-
eral shall serve for a term of 5 years, and an 
individual serving as Inspector General may 
be reappointed for not more than 2 addi-
tional terms. 

(3) REMOVAL.—The Inspector General may 
be removed from office prior to the expira-
tion of his term only by the unanimous vote 
of all of the members of the Board of Direc-
tors of the Transit Authority, and the Board 
shall communicate the reasons for any such 
removal to the Governor of Maryland, the 
Governor of Virginia, the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the chair of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform of the House 
of Representatives, and the chair of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate. 

(c) DUTIES.— 
(1) APPLICABILITY OF DUTIES OF INSPECTOR 

GENERAL OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH ESTABLISH-
MENT.—The Inspector General shall carry 
out the same duties and responsibilities with 
respect to the Transit Authority as an In-
spector General of an establishment carries 
out with respect to an establishment under 
section 4 of the Inspector General Act of 1978 
(5 U.S.C. App. 4), under the same terms and 
conditions which apply under such section. 

(2) CONDUCTING ANNUAL AUDIT OF FINANCIAL 
STATEMENTS.—The Inspector General shall be 
responsible for conducting the annual audit 
of the financial accounts of the Transit Au-
thority, either directly or by contract with 
an independent external auditor selected by 
the Inspector General. 

(3) REPORTS.— 

(A) SEMIANNUAL REPORTS TO TRANSIT AU-
THORITY.—The Inspector General shall pre-
pare and submit semiannual reports summa-
rizing the activities of the Office in the same 
manner, and in accordance with the same 
deadlines, terms, and conditions, as an In-
spector General of an establishment under 
section 5 of the Inspector General Act of 1978 
(5 U.S.C. App. 5). For purposes of applying 
section 5 of such Act to the Inspector Gen-
eral, the Board of Directors of the Transit 
Authority shall be considered the head of the 
establishment, except that the Inspector 
General shall transmit to the General Man-
ager of the Transit Authority a copy of any 
report submitted to the Board pursuant to 
this paragraph. 

(B) ANNUAL REPORTS TO LOCAL SIGNATORY 
GOVERNMENTS AND CONGRESS.—Not later than 
January 15 of each year, the Inspector Gen-
eral shall prepare and submit a report sum-
marizing the activities of the Office during 
the previous year, and shall submit such re-
ports to the Governor of Maryland, the Gov-
ernor of Virginia, the Mayor of the District 
of Columbia, the chair of the Committee on 
Government Reform of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the chair of the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate. 

(4) INVESTIGATIONS OF COMPLAINTS OF EM-
PLOYEES AND MEMBERS.— 

(A) AUTHORITY.—The Inspector General 
may receive and investigate complaints or 
information from an employee or member of 
the Transit Authority concerning the pos-
sible existence of an activity constituting a 
violation of law, rules, or regulations, or 
mismanagement, gross waste of funds, abuse 
of authority, or a substantial and specific 
danger to the public health and safety. 

(B) NONDISCLOSURE.—The Inspector Gen-
eral shall not, after receipt of a complaint or 
information from an employee or member, 
disclose the identity of the employee or 
member without the consent of the employee 
or member, unless the Inspector General de-
termines such disclosure is unavoidable dur-
ing the course of the investigation. 

(C) PROHIBITING RETALIATION.—An em-
ployee or member of the Transit Authority 
who has authority to take, direct others to 
take, recommend, or approve any personnel 
action, shall not, with respect to such au-
thority, take or threaten to take any action 
against any employee or member as a re-
prisal for making a complaint or disclosing 
information to the Inspector General, unless 
the complaint was made or the information 
disclosed with the knowledge that it was 
false or with willful disregard for its truth or 
falsity. 

(5) INDEPENDENCE IN CARRYING OUT DU-
TIES.—Neither the Board of Directors of the 
Transit Authority, the General Manager of 
the Transit Authority, nor any other mem-
ber or employee of the Transit Authority 
may prevent or prohibit the Inspector Gen-
eral from carrying out any of the duties or 
responsibilities assigned to the Inspector 
General under this section. 

(d) POWERS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Inspector General 

may exercise the same authorities with re-
spect to the Transit Authority as an Inspec-
tor General of an establishment may exer-
cise with respect to an establishment under 
section 6(a) of the Inspector General Act of 
1978 (5 U.S.C. App. 6(a)), other than para-
graphs (7), (8), and (9) of such section. 

(2) STAFF.— 
(A) ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERALS AND 

OTHER STAFF.—The Inspector General shall 
appoint and fix the pay of— 

(i) an Assistant Inspector General for Au-
dits, who shall be responsible for coordi-
nating the activities of the Inspector Gen-
eral relating to audits; 
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(ii) an Assistant Inspector General for In-

vestigations, who shall be responsible for co-
ordinating the activities of the Inspector 
General relating to investigations; and 

(iii) such other personnel as the Inspector 
General considers appropriate. 

(B) INDEPENDENCE IN APPOINTING STAFF.— 
No individual may carry out any of the du-
ties or responsibilities of the Office unless 
the individual is appointed by the Inspector 
General, or provides services procured by the 
Inspector General, pursuant to this para-
graph. Nothing in this subparagraph may be 
construed to prohibit the Inspector General 
from entering into a contract or other ar-
rangement for the provision of services 
under this section. 

(C) APPLICABILITY OF TRANSIT SYSTEM PER-
SONNEL RULES.—None of the regulations gov-
erning the appointment and pay of employ-
ees of the Transit System shall apply with 
respect to the appointment and compensa-
tion of the personnel of the Office, except to 
the extent agreed to by the Inspector Gen-
eral. Nothing in the previous sentence may 
be construed to affect subparagraphs (A) 
through (B). 

(3) EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES.—The General 
Manager of the Transit Authority shall pro-
vide the Office with appropriate and ade-
quate office space, together with such equip-
ment, supplies, and communications facili-
ties and services as may be necessary for the 
operation of the Office, and shall provide 
necessary maintenance services for such of-
fice space and the equipment and facilities 
located therein. 

(e) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS.—To the extent 
that any office or entity in the Transit Au-
thority prior to the appointment of the first 
Inspector General under this section carried 
out any of the duties and responsibilities as-
signed to the Inspector General under this 
section, the functions of such office or entity 
shall be transferred to the Office upon the 
appointment of the first Inspector General 
under this section. 
SEC. 504. STUDY AND REPORT BY COMPTROLLER 

GENERAL. 
(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General shall 

conduct a study on the use of the funds pro-
vided under section 18 of the National Cap-
ital Transportation Act of 1969 (as added by 
this title). 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit a report to 
the Committee on Government Reform of 
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate on the study 
conducted under subsection (a). 

SA 3464. Mr. BOND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 10, between lines 12 and 13, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 200. MISSION. 

Section 24101 is amended by striking sub-
section (c) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(c) MISSION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The mission of Amtrak 

is to provide efficient and effective intercity 
passenger mobility in those travel markets 
in which passenger rail offers a trip-time and 
service quality competitive or complemen-
tary travel option consistent with the goal 
of continual reduction in Federal operating 
subsidies required to provide such service. 

‘‘(2) PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT.—All 
measurements of Amtrak performance, in-
cluding decisions on whether, and to what 

extent, to provide operating subsidies, shall 
be based on the Amtrak’s ability to carry 
out the mission described in paragraph (1).’’. 

On page 33, line 3, strike ‘‘may’’ and insert 
‘‘shall’’. 

SA 3465. Mr. TESTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 33, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 210A. REPORT ON THE FEASIBILITY OF RE-

ESTABLISHING AN AMTRAK ROUTE 
THROUGH SOUTHERN MONTANA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Transportation, in consulta-
tion with the Montana Department of Trans-
portation and such other States and organi-
zations as the Secretary determines appro-
priate, shall submit to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the House of 
Representatives a report on the feasibility of 
reestablishing an Amtrak passenger rail 
route through southern Montana (formerly 
known as the ‘‘North Coast Hiawatha’’). 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired by subsection (a) shall include an as-
sessment of— 

(1) the costs associated with the operation 
of a passenger rail route through southern 
Montana and any upgrades necessary to rees-
tablish the route; 

(2) the numbers of passengers projected to 
use the route; 

(3) the economic benefits to the region of a 
passenger rail route through southern Mon-
tana; 

(4) any impact on the existing Amtrak pas-
senger rail route through northern Montana 
(commonly known as the ‘‘Empire Builder’’); 
and 

(5) the availability of other modes of long- 
distance travel to residents of southern Mon-
tana. 

SA 3466. Mr. REID (for Mr. SUNUNU 
(for himself, Mr. CARPER, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. MCCON-
NELL, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
and Mr. BROWNBACK)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 3678, to 
amend the Internet Tax Freedom Act 
to extend the moratorium on certain 
taxes relating to the Internet and to 
electronic commerce; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Internet Tax 
Freedom Act Amendments Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. MORATORIUM. 

The Internet Tax Freedom Act (47 U.S.C. 
151 note) is amended— 

(1) in section 1101(a) by striking ‘‘2007’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2014’’, and 

(2) in section 1104(a)(2)(A) by striking 
‘‘2007’’ and inserting ‘‘2014’’. 
SEC. 3. GRANDFATHERING OF STATES THAT TAX 

INTERNET ACCESS. 
Section 1104 of the Internet Tax Freedom 

Act (47 U.S.C. 151 note) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION OF DEFINITION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective as of November 

1, 2003— 
‘‘(A) for purposes of subsection (a), the 

term ‘Internet access’ shall have the mean-
ing given such term by section 1104(5) of this 
Act, as enacted on October 21, 1998; and 

‘‘(B) for purposes of subsection (b), the 
term ‘Internet access’ shall have the mean-
ing given such term by section 1104(5) of this 
Act as enacted on October 21, 1998, and 
amended by section 2(c) of the Internet Tax 
Nondiscrimination Act (Public Law 108–435). 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply until June 30, 2008, to a tax on Internet 
access that is— 

‘‘(A) generally imposed and actually en-
forced on telecommunications service pur-
chased, used, or sold by a provider of Inter-
net access, but only if the appropriate ad-
ministrative agency of a State or political 
subdivision thereof issued a public ruling 
prior to July 1, 2007, that applied such tax to 
such service in a manner that is inconsistent 
with paragraph (1); or 

‘‘(B) the subject of litigation instituted in 
a judicial court of competent jurisdiction 
prior to July 1, 2007, in which a State or po-
litical subdivision is seeking to enforce, in a 
manner that is inconsistent with paragraph 
(1), such tax on telecommunications service 
purchased, used, or sold by a provider of 
Internet access. 

‘‘(3) NO INFERENCE.—No inference of legis-
lative construction shall be drawn from this 
subsection or the amendments to section 
1105(5) made by the Internet Tax Freedom 
Act Amendments Act of 2007 for any period 
prior to June 30, 2008, with respect to any tax 
subject to the exceptions described in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (2).’’. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 1105 of the Internet Tax Freedom 
Act (47 U.S.C. 151 note) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘services’’, 
(2) by amending paragraph (5) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(5) INTERNET ACCESS.—The term ‘Internet 

access’— 
‘‘(A) means a service that enables users to 

connect to the Internet to access content, in-
formation, or other services offered over the 
Internet; 

‘‘(B) includes the purchase, use or sale of 
telecommunications by a provider of a serv-
ice described in subparagraph (A) to the ex-
tent such telecommunications are pur-
chased, used or sold— 

‘‘(i) to provide such service; or 
‘‘(ii) to otherwise enable users to access 

content, information or other services of-
fered over the Internet; 

‘‘(C) includes services that are incidental 
to the provision of the service described in 
subparagraph (A) when furnished to users as 
part of such service, such as a home page, 
electronic mail and instant messaging (in-
cluding voice- and video-capable electronic 
mail and instant messaging), video clips, and 
personal electronic storage capacity; 

‘‘(D) does not include voice, audio or video 
programming, or other products and services 
(except services described in subparagraph 
(A), (B), (C), or (E) that utilize Internet pro-
tocol or any successor protocol and for which 
there is a charge, regardless of whether such 
charge is separately stated or aggregated 
with the charge for services described in sub-
paragraph (A), (B), (C), or (E); and 

‘‘(E) includes a home page electronic mail 
and instant messaging (including voice—and 
video—capable electronic mail and instant 
messaging), video clips, and personal elec-
tronic storage capacity, that are provided 
independently or not packaged with Internet 
access.’’; 

(3) by amending paragraph (9) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(9) TELECOMMUNICATIONS.—The term ‘tele-
communications’ means ‘telecommuni-
cations’ as such term is defined in section 
3(43) of the Communications Act of 1934 (47 
U.S.C. 153(43)) and ‘telecommunications serv-
ice’ as such term is defined in section 3(46) of 
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such Act (47 U.S.C. 153(46)), and includes 
communications services (as defined in sec-
tion 4251 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(26 U.S.C. 4251)).’’, and 

(4) in paragraph (10) by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(C) SPECIFIC EXCEPTION.— 
‘‘(i) SPECIFIED TAXES.—Effective November 

1, 2007, the term ‘tax on Internet access’ also 
does not include a State tax expressly levied 
on commercial activity, modified gross re-
ceipts, taxable margin, or gross income of 
the business, by a State law specifically 
using one of the foregoing terms, that— 

‘‘(I) was enacted after June 20, 2005, and be-
fore November 1, 2007 (or, in the case of a 
State business and occupation tax, was en-
acted after January 1, 1932, and before Janu-
ary 1, 1936); 

‘‘(II) replaced, in whole or in part, a modi-
fied value-added tax or a tax levied upon or 
measured by net income, capital stock, or 
net worth (or, is a State business and occu-
pation tax that was enacted after January 1, 
1932 and before January 1, 1936); 

‘‘(III) is imposed on a broad range of busi-
ness activity; and 

‘‘(IV) is not discriminatory in its applica-
tion to providers of communication services, 
Internet access, or telecommunications. 

‘‘(ii) MODIFICATIONS.—Nothing in this sub-
paragraph shall be construed as a limitation 
on a State’s ability to make modifications to 
a tax covered by clause (i) of this subpara-
graph after November 1, 2007, as long as the 
modifications do not substantially narrow 
the range of business activities on which the 
tax is imposed or otherwise disqualify the 
tax under clause (i). 

‘‘(iii) NO INFERENCE.—No inference of legis-
lative construction shall be drawn from this 
subparagraph regarding the application of 
subparagraph (A) or (B) to any tax described 
in clause (i) for periods prior to November 1, 
2007.’’. 

SEC. 5. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) ACCOUNTING RULE.—Section 1106 of the 
Internet Tax Freedom Act (47 U.S.C. 151 
note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘telecommunications serv-
ices’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘telecommunications’’, and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2)— 
(A) in the heading by striking ‘‘SERVICES’’, 
(B) by striking ‘‘such services’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘such telecommunications’’, and 
(C) by inserting before the period at the 

end the following: ‘‘or to otherwise enable 
users to access content, information or other 
services offered over the Internet’’. 

(b) VOICE SERVICES.—The Internet Tax 
Freedom Act (47 U.S.C. 151 note) is amended 
by striking section 1108. 

SEC. 6. SUNSET OF GRANDFATHER PROVISIONS. 

Section 1104(a) of the Internet Tax Free-
dom Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) 
shall not apply to any State that has, more 
than 24 months prior to the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph, enacted legislation 
to repeal the State’s taxes on Internet access 
or issued a rule or other proclamation made 
by the appropriate agency of the State that 
such State agency has decided to no longer 
apply such tax to Internet access.’’. 

SEC. 7. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act, and the amendments made by 
this Act, shall take effect on November 1, 
2007, and shall apply with respect to taxes in 
effect as of such date or thereafter enacted, 
except as provided in section 1104 of the 
Internet Tax Freedom Act (47 U.S.C. 151 
note). 

SA 3467. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. 224. DISCLOSURE OF PER PASSENGER FED-

ERAL SUBSIDIES. 

Amtrak shall publicly disclose all the costs 
incurred for each Amtrak route that are sub-
sidized by the Federal Government, includ-
ing costs for maintenance, depreciation, and 
operations. The specific per-passenger Fed-
eral subsidy on each route shall be displayed 
on every ticket purchased for that route and 
on Amtrak’s publicly accessible website. 

SA 3468. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 33, strike line 22 and all that fol-
lows through page 34, line 5, and insert the 
following: 

‘‘(1) any qualified rail operator or transpor-
tation company 

SA 3469. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 15, line 21, strike ‘‘(b)’’ and insert 
the following: 

(b) CATEGORIZATION OF REVENUES AND EX-
PENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out subsection 
(a), the Amtrak Board of Directors shall sep-
arately categorize routes, assigned revenues, 
and attributable expenses by type of service, 
including long distance routes, State-spon-
sored routes, commuter contract routes, and 
Northeast Corridor routes. 

(2) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR.—Amtrak reve-
nues generated by freight and commuter 
railroads operating on the Northeast Cor-
ridor shall be separately listed to include the 
charges per car mile assessed by Amtrak to 
other freight and commuter railroad enti-
ties. 

(3) FIXED OVERHEAD EXPENSES.—Fixed over-
head expenses that are not directly assigned 
or attributed to any route (or group of 
routes) shall be listed separately by line 
item and expense category. 

(c) 

SA 3470. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 294, to reauthorize 
Amtrak, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 31, strike line 21 and insert the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(7) reaching financial solvency by elimi-
nating routes and services that do not make 
a profit; and 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 

that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources Subcommittee on National 
Parks. 

The hearing will be held on Novem-
ber 8, 2007, at 2:30 p.m. in room SD–366 
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the following bills: 
S. 86, to designate segments of Fossil 
Creek, a tributary to the Verde River 
in the State of Arizona, as wild and 
scenic rivers; S. 1365, to amend the Om-
nibus Parks and Public Lands Manage-
ment Act of 1996 to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to enter into co-
operative agreements with any of the 
management partners of the Boston 
Harbor Islands National Recreation 
Area, and for other purposes; S. 1449, to 
establish the Rocky Mountain Science 
Collections Center to assist in pre-
serving the archeological, anthropo-
logical, paleontological, zoological, and 
geological artifacts and archival docu-
mentation from the Rocky Mountain 
region through the construction of an 
on-site, secure collections facility for 
the Denver Museum of Nature & 
Science in Denver, Colorado; S. 1921, to 
amend the American Battlefield Pro-
tection Act of 1996 to extend the au-
thorization for that Act, and for other 
purposes; S. 1941, to direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior to study the suit-
ability and feasibility of designating 
the Wolf House, located in Norfolk, Ar-
kansas, as a unit of the National Park 
System, and for other purposes; S. 1961, 
to expand the boundaries of the Little 
River Canyon National Preserve in the 
State of Alabama; S. 1991, to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to con-
duct a study to determine the suit-
ability and feasibility of extending the 
Lewis and Clark National Historic 
Trail to include additional sites associ-
ated with the preparation and return 
phases of the expedition, and for other 
purposes; S. 2098, to establish the 
Northern Plains Heritage Area in the 
State of North Dakota; S. 2220, to 
amend the Outdoor Recreation Act of 
1963 to authorize certain appropria-
tions; and H.R. 1191, to authorize the 
National Park Service to pay for serv-
ices rendered by subcontractors under 
a General Services Administration In-
definite Deliver/Indefinite Quantity 
Contract issued for work to be com-
pleted at the Grand Canyon National 
Park. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150, or by email 
to rachel<pasternack@energy.senate 
.gov. 

For further information, please con-
tact David Brooks at (202) 224–9863 or 
Rachel Pasternack at (202) 224–0883. 
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AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 

MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
October 25, 2007 at 9 a.m. in room SR– 
328A of the Russell Senate Office build-
ing. The Committee will continue its 
markup of the 2007 farm bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to con-
duct a hearing during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, October 25, 2007, 
at 9:30 a.m., in room 253 of the Russell 
Senate Office Building. 

At this hearing, the subcommittee 
will examine sweatshop conditions in 
Chinese factories where toys and other 
children’s products are manufactured. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, October 25, 2007, at 10 
a.m., in room 215 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, in order to hear testi-
mony on ‘‘Small Business Health In-
surance: Building a Gateway to Cov-
erage.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate in order to conduct an Execu-
tive Business Meeting on Thursday, Oc-
tober 25, 2007, at 10 a.m. in room 226 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 
The agenda is attached. 

Agenda 

I. Bill 

S. 1946, Public Corruption Prosecu-
tion Improvements Act (Leahy, 
Cornyn). 

II. Resolutions 

S. Res. 347, Designating May 2008 as 
‘‘National Be Bear Aware and Wildlife 
Stewardship Month’’ (Baucus, Tester). 

S. Res. 346, Expressing heartfelt sym-
pathy for the victims of the dev-
astating thunderstorms that caused se-
vere flooding during August 2007 in the 

States of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, 
Ohio and Wisconsin. (Coleman, Durbin, 
Grassley, Feingold, Kohl). 

III. Nomination 
John Daniel Tinder, to be United 

States Circuit Judge for the Seventh 
Circuit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on October 25, 2007 at 2:30 p.m. 
in order to hold a closed hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MAN-

AGEMENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, FED-
ERAL SERVICE, AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs’ Sub-
committee on Federal Financial Man-
agement, Government Information, 
Federal Services, and International Se-
curity be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
October 25, 2007, at 2:30 p.m. in order to 
conduct a hearing entitled, ‘‘Single Au-
dits: Are They Helping to Safeguard 
Federal Funds?’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION SAFETY, 

INFRASTRUCTURE SECURITY, AND WATER 
QUALITY 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works, Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation Safety, Infrastructure Security, 
and Water Quality, be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, October 25, 2007 at 10 a.m. 
in room 406 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building in order to conduct a 
hearing on effectiveness of Federal 
drunk driving programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask unanimous 

consent that Michael F. Burke, a fel-
low in the office of Senator CARDIN, be 
granted the privileges of the floor dur-
ing consideration of S. 294, the Pas-
senger Rail Investment and Improve-
ment Act of 2007. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2233, S. 2234, H.R. 505, 
H.R. 3963 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I under-

stand there are four bills at the desk, 

and I ask for their first reading, en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the bills by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2233) to provide a permanent de-

duction for State and local general sales 
taxes. 

A bill (S. 2234) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the deduction for 
qualified tuition and related expenses. 

A bill (H.R. 505) to express the policy of the 
United States regarding the United States 
relationship with Native Hawaiians and to 
provide a process for the recognition by the 
United States of the Native Hawaiian gov-
erning entity. 

A bill (H.R. 3963) to amend title XXI of the 
Social Security Act to extend and improve 
the Children’s Health Insurance Program, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I now 
ask for a second reading, and in order 
to place the bills on the calendar under 
the provisions of rule XIV, I object to 
my own request, all en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The bills will be read the 
second time on the next legislative 
day. 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, OCTOBER 26, 
2007 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 9:30 a.m., Friday, 
October 26; that on Friday, following 
the prayer and the pledge, the Journal 
of proceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed to have ex-
pired, and the time for the two leaders 
be reserved for their use later in the 
day; that the Senate then resume con-
sideration of Calendar No. 158, S. 294, 
Amtrak authorization; that at 10 a.m., 
the Senate proceed to a period of morn-
ing business, with Senators permitted 
to speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each; that during morning business, 
Senator DODD be recognized for up to 20 
minutes, Senator DORGAN up to 30 min-
utes, and Senator INHOFE up to 2 hours. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business, I now ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate stand 
adjourned under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:45 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 
October 26, 2007, at 9:30 a.m. 
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